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Sel CEP T7SM and Diſiruft, which 
AY — U. are the natural Infirmities of the 
Wy 5 Ko Age, have oblig'd me, in treating 
GE 21 this ſacred and ſublime Subject, to 
9 e load many times the Margin with 
more Quotations, than would be well ſuffer d on a 
leſs important Occaſion. Tho I was not other- 
wiſe of myſelf unwilling to let the Reader ſee, 
whether in tranſlating ſuch Authors, as came in 
my Way, I had done them Fuftice, or not. And, 
in this Reſpect, I hope he will neither find many, 
wor great Overfights. For Miſrepreſentation ts 
always bad : but in Matters of Controverſy and 
Religion, it is moſt deteſtable. Nothing being ei- 
ther more ungenerous, or more unpardonable, than 
to deceive others by Defign. 
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2. In anſwering Dr. Clark's Objections, I did 


qt think my/el * any Neceſſity of pointing 
out 
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out the Places, in which they might be found. 
And it appear d to me, that his Reputation ſome- 
times would loſe nothing by this Omiſſion. If 1 
judg d wrong, I ſubmit myſelf to bis and to be OY) 
Reader's Cenſure. 


3. J take no Netice of Novatian : Not only 
becauſe he was not a Man of the Church, and did 
not write much ; but chiefly becauſe we are not 
fure, that the Book concerning the Trinity, which 
ges under his Name, was written by him, tho &. 2 
Jerom thinks it was.” For both Novatian and - - 
bis Followers were Orthodox in Regard to the Ly 
bleſſed Trinity. Of the Novatians S. Cyprian, 
zoriting to Magnus, an. 256, ſays, that they ac- 
knowledg'd (1) the fame Father, the ſame Son, 
and the 3 Holy Spirit, as Catholicks did. And 
Pope Innocent the Firſt, in his 22d Letter to the 
= Biſhops and Deacons of Macedonia, an. 4.14, that 
3 (2) there was never any Diſpute, betwixt Nova- 
tians and Catholichs, concerning the divine. Power 
of the Father, of the Son, - and of the Holy 
Spirit. Of which we have other plain 1, — 4 
ces in the Hiſtory of the Church. Aceſius, 1 
| leading Man in fbe Schiſmn, afterwards the Ne- 4 
vatian 3 


K 


—_— 
Ys » OO 1 : TI > 


00 Eundem Deum Patrem, eundem Filium Cbriſtum, nee, 
=. - Spiritum ſandtum. Epiſt 76. x 

S 2M | (2) Nec apud iftos (Novatianos) de unitate poteftatis esa, 
A 88 boc oft, Patris, & Filii, & Spiritus ſantti, queſtio a” _ 
1 wo" . wy FA Cone Labb, 6,275 20. 2 


To the RE AD E N. itt 
vatian Biſhop of Conſtantinople, being asd 
the Emperor Conſtantin the Great, what þ 
thought of the Nicene Council, anſwer d, (3) 
There is nothing new inꝰ it. It is what I have 
receiv'd even from the Beginning, and from the 
Apoſtolical Times. When Macedonius, an. 3 56, 
perſecuted the Catholicks at Conſtantinople in a 
moſt violent Manner; the Novatians alſo felt his 
Fury, (4) becauſe he knew they aſſerted the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son. And (5) be pro- 
cur'd the ſending of four Regiments into Paphla- 


gonia, ſo to dragoon them into Arianiſm. In then 


Perſecution of the Arian Emperor Valens, Part 
of the Storm fell upon the Novatians, as (6 

agreeing with the Catholicks in their Belief. 
Beſides, the Novatians profeſs d the Divinity of 
the Holy Spirit, and (7) the Conſubſtantial Tri- 
nity. Whereas the Book, attributed to Novatian, 
ſpeaks doubtfully of the Son, and much more 
doubt fully of the Holy Ghoſt. What ] have then 
to ſay of it, is only this : Either that it was 
GENS 3 
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(3) &%U Ra, @ c, 1 avred Of dev. S tp da- 
Io”. th is d oh TY et mDRaY Nei vr mrainngas Apud 
Socratem. L. i. Cap. x. p. 38 D. Ed. V ales. & Sozom. L. i. Cap. 
xxii. p. 436 P). | 

(4) eds * durds Qeovevmags 70 0405010) Socr. io ii. Cap, 
æxxviii. . 142 A B. a 
(5) Socrat. ibid. p. 144 C. Sozom. L. iv. Cap. wy 3 571 D. 

(6) PAY CULPPeu age Fol rat. L. iv. C ap. ix. Soxom. vi. Cap. ix. 


2 4-004 TUL x · Soxom. L. 8. Cap. I, Socr. L. v. Cap. x. 
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iv To the R E A D E R. 


not writ by Novatian; or that it ought to be un- 

derſtood in the Cathelick Senſe, which was cer- 
tainly the Senſe of Novatian, in Regard to the ' 
Myſteries, which we here confider. ( 


4. Some may imagine, that in a Subject of 
this Importance, I ought to have laid a great 
Streſs on Scripture-Teſtimonies, and to have ex- 
amin d all the chief Texts, eſpecially of the New 
Teſtament, which may be alledg'd againſt Ari- 

_ aniſm. But as this would have fwell'd my Ad- 
fewer, beyond the Bounds, which I prefix'd to 
myſelf : ſo it did not appear to be of abſolute 
Neceſſity. Becauſe both Dr. Clark and Mr. 
Whiſton had made ſuch Conceſſions, as were a- 
bundantly ſufficient for my Defign. 


Befides, the Publick had been in fome Meaſure 
ee already, what were the moſt preſſing 
exts of the New Teſtament on this Head + tho 
IJ conceive they had not been ſet in their ftrongeſt 
Light. For Dr. Waterland, and ſome others, 
who have appear d on the ſame Side of the Que- 
ſtion, have only conſider d the Scripture in that 
Light, which a ſober Turk or an Indian might 
diſcover in it. But Scripture has a much greater 
Force, in the Hands of S. Athanafius, and of S. 
Baſil (who view it in its true, that is, in its 
Original and Traditionary Senſe, and under the 
Lights of Faith) than it has in Dr. Waterland's, 
goho aſcends no higher than the bare Letter, and 
that Senſe, of which all Men, who are fincere, 
my 
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may equally judge, whether they believe it, or 
1 Bur 865 8 Athanaſius 2 S. Baſil argue 

* from the Scripture; they have a Regard to 
Faith, and to thoſe Ideas, which Catholicks have 
always had concerning the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit. For Example: 


8. John /ays, that the Word was God, Ch. 
i. v. 1: that all Things were produc'd tywero 
through the Word, v. 3: that this Won wi 
made Fleſh,and dwelt among us, v. 14 : that this 
Word, made Fleſh, is the only begotten Son, who is 
in the Boſom of the Father, v. 18: and that 
through this Word the World was made. v. 10. 


This Propoſition, The Holy Spirit is God, 7s 
not read in expreſs Terms in the New Teſtament. 
But then it ſays greater Things of him, than are 
or can be ſaid of a Creature. As that the Spirit 
ſearches all Things, even the deep Things (or 
the Depth) of God, 1 Cor. ii. v. 10 : that as no 
one knows the Things of a Man, except the 
Spirit of Man, which is in him: ſo no one 
knows the Things of God, but the Spirit of 
God, v. 11, 


To theſe a rank and frank Arian might an- 
fewer, that he ſees no Contradiction, why a Crea- 
ture may not be the Inſtrument of God in the 
Creation of other Things : that the Son and the 

Hach Spirit are only Creatures, and therefore in- 
capable of divine Honour properly ſpeaking o ſo 
5 that 
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| that no one is properly God befides the Futber +, 
F but as Moſes, by having Power over Pharaohz. 
| was a nominal God, in Regard to bim, Exod.: 
-M Vit. v. 1: % Chriſt, in his higheſt Capacity, having 
Power and Dominion given him by his Father over 
us and all the World, is a nominal God to us, and 
ought to be honour d as the finſt and beſt of all God's 

| Creatures: but as God and Moſes were not two 
| Gods over Pharaoh, becauſe Moſes was only a 
'# nominal and metaphorical God; 'ſ@ God and 
J Chriſt are not two Gods to us, but only one, for 
| the ſame Reaſon : th Chriſt, by God's: Appoint- 
3 ment, ought to be honour d in a very different 
13 Manner from Moſes, whoſe Power went no far- 

| ther, than the working of Miracles. ; 
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_ - As to the Holy Spirit, the ſame Arian might 
3 anſwer, that how great Things ſoever are ſaid (|. 
* of him; either 1 Cor. ii, or in any other Part of 

= the New Teſtament, they muſt neceſſarily be un- 

$ derſtood with ſuch Limitations, as agree to a Crea- 

= ture : the Holy Spirit being the ſecond Creature 

= (made by the Father through the Son) and the 


= next in Dignity to the Son, ; 


Nou how can Dr. Waterland, whoſe Syſtem 
confines him to the bare Words of Scripture as 
we now have it, confute this Arran? M bat he 
can ſay at beſt will only amount to this, that ben 

all Scripture-Arguments on both fides are ba- 
Luan d; it is more probably the Senſe of the Holy 
. - Scriptures, that the Son and the Holy Spirit are 


* 


<2 See bis Life by Mainenux, f. 35. 
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f Creatures, but Conſubſtantial to the Father 


and the ſame Gad with him. So that Atianiſm 
& now will not be Hereſy (a Conſequence,” wy 


che great Champion of Proteſtant Rel. gion, or 
rather the great Sceptick, and Wa Myr, 


Chillingworth . vas not (+) afraid to grant) 


but at moſt, when. Texts and Things are fairly 
wergh'd, the leſs probable Opinion. Which, T 


| believe, is the true Reaſon, why the Church of 


Engl and Wares fo "_ Prgſelytes fe. Ari- 


wailer 


: But Catholicks, beſides the Words of Scrip- 
ture confider'd barely in their literal and known 
Senſe, have a ſpecial Regard to the Faith of 
Chriftians i in all paſt Ages. They are very well 
; ur'd, that Chriſtian Ears could never endure 

this Blaſphemy, that the Son and the Holy Spi- 
rit are Things, which God freely — and 
can unmake at Pleaſure. And, under this Light, 
they confider all Scripture-Texts, relating to the 
Son, and to the Holy Spirit. Which Texts, if 
V4 od under this Light, are evidently demon- 
Faure And Catholichs have juch a Regard 70 

niverſal and Apoſtolical Tradition ; they are ja 
accuſtomed to join Faith and the Reading of the 


_ Holy Scripture together, that they account this to 
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viii To che READER. 


. It is an Objection, as welk known as it ts 
groundleſs, both of ancient and modern Arians, 
that in the three firſt Centuries all Chriftians 
were Arians. This Difficulty (if I may call it jo) 
is anſwer d in the following Papers, Chap. v. p. 87. 
in which it is ſhew'd, that the principal Writers 
of the three firſt Ages have aſſerted the Godhead, 

th of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. And, 
zf, in the three firſt Ages, all Chriſtians were 
Arians; it will follow, that a great, perhaps the 
much greateſt Part of the Nicene Council, an. 
325, had been themſelves inſtructed in Arianiſm, 
F they had not even taught it, long before they 
met in that Council. For, in this Suppoſition, 
every Prelate, who was then fifty Years of Age, 
had been five and twenty Years an Arian, And 
S. Alexander muft himſelf . have taught others the 
Arian Doctrine many Years, before he condemm d 
77. 


To this we are told, Iſt. that a numerous Sy- 
nod at Antioch of ſeventy, S. Hilarius ſays of 
eighty Biſhops, condemn'd the Conſubſtantiality 
of the Son, an. 270. 


2dly. That all Greek Writers, in the three 


firſt Ages, read the 224 Verſe of the viiith Chap- 


ter of Proverbs, as it was in the Septuagint, 
The Lord created me Zxmoz ys, the Beginning 
of his Ways, for the Doing of his Works, aud 


| &nder/iood it of the Son. 


3cly. 


To the RE A D E R. K 


zdly. They ſaid, that as the Father made all 
Things through his Son, in the Holy Spirit : ſo 
the Son and the Holy Spirit miniſter d to the Fa- 
ther in the Creation of the World, and acted by 


his Command. 


4thly. The Language of the Ante-Nicene, and 
modern Catholicks is very different. From whence 
Arians conclude,that their Faith was not the ſame. 


The firſt is either impertinent, or falſe. As 
is proud in the fifth Chapter, p. 119, 


The ſecond is very true. But then it was ge- 
nerally read, and underſtood ſo, by the Greeks 
ever fince; as by S. Athanaſius, S. Baſil, S. Gre- 


gory Nyſſen, &c. 


The third is true. But it was a Way of ſpeak- 
ing, not diſagreeable to their Bibles and the Sep- 
tuagint Pſ. xxxii. (Hebr. xxx111.) v. , (8) He 
commanded, and they were created. And yet 
this was rather an Order, than a Command in 
Rigour, if it be underſtood to be given to the 
Son, and to the Holy Spirit. Tho I do not find, 
that Gatholick Writers, after the Nicene Coun- 
cil, mede any Scruple of ufing the ſame Expreſ- 


fron, | 
| a 2 8. Hilarius, 
2 — — — 3 — 


— 


(8) aurs , y STinoar, T: arri 9. 
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8. Hilarius, ſpeaꝶing of the Son creating the 
World, ſays, (9) He is glad that his Works pleaſe 
the Father, by whoſe Command he had made 


them. 


In the Creation of Angels, S. Baſil tells us, that 
(10) we ought to conſider three Things, the 
Father commanding, the Son executing, and 
the Holy Spirit confirming. Or as be ſaid a 
little before, (11) the Father as the primary 
Cauſe, the Son as the efficient Cauſe, the Holy 
Spirit as the ſiniſbing or perfecting Cauſe. 


S. Athanaſius diſcourſing on the Words of the 
32d P/alm, He commanded and they were 
made, /ays, (12) There muſt be a Word, whom 
God commands. But what Word is that? (13) 
Did God command that Word to be created ? 
No certainly, But to create the World. 
| Even 


_— - — — — 


* — 


(9) Placere Patri opera ſua gaudet, per ſe ex præcepto ej us effecla 
Lib. iv. de Trinitate. 

(10) rele y voce. TOY TegiaomvTa we, Toy Jypurg- 
Vela Abu, 787 ceeeu: ee mo mrevpue 7d ayer. L. de Sp. &. 
Cap. 16. p. 181 A B. Tom. 2. 5 

(11) & fs 7h T&7! xTIoe C wot Y Tegxalaex|te 
xiv du roy Wvourrar Toy e, THY Swe any TOY vi, 
vi eie 70 r. Ibid. p. 180 C. 

Liz) Eva Af d ab , er MDα,j¶ öde, & os N 1 
Nea Wan 

(13) Tis 20% Riv & 6 deôs er eſeladje, Ive 5 5 Jes. 

I 4th, Lib. de Decretis Nice Syn, Seck. 9. p. 216 BC. 
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Even in the fifth Age, S. Proſper expounding 
the ſame Words, in the exlviiith Pſalm, v. 5, tells 
us, (14) that what God ſays, he ſays to the 
Word : and the Word, by whom all Things 
were made, executes his Command, mandatum 
dicentis exequitur. And what S. Proſper ſaid in 
Proſe, Claudius Marius Victor, or Victorinus, 7s 
(15) ſuppos'd to have ſaid in Verſe, 


To the fourth J anſwer, that we may eaſily ac- 
count for the Difference betwixt the ancient and 
modern Language, without ſuppoſing any Die- 
rence in Faith. 


1ſt. Becauſe the Philoſophy, which was fol- 
low'd in the three firſt Centuries, was different 
from that, which was in Vogue afterwards. Phi- 
loſephy is no Part of the Chriſtian Revelation, 
For in this School Chrift was our Maſter, and 
neither Ariſtotle, nor Plato. But tho Philoſophy 
is not a Part of Religion: yet Religion ſometimes 
cannot be made ſo plauſible to others, as to an- 
fuer all their Doubts and Arguments againſt it, 
but either by Miracles, or by ſuch Reaſonings, 
as Philoſophy, of ſome Kind or other, may ſug- 
geſt. And among different forts of Philoſophy, 
that 
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(14) In Bibl. PP. Sec. v. Par. 3. p. 161 G. 
: (15) Que, mandante Deo, cum plenus mente Parentis Filius om- 
nipotens faceret. L. de Creatione. 
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that ought to be preferr d, which comes neareſt to 
Truth; and by Conſequence that, which comes 
neareſt to thoſe Things, which God has undoubtedly 
reveal'd. Plato's Philoſophy had a great Run in 
the three firſt Ages. It was then a current Opi- 
nion, that the Father could not aſſume a Body: 
and that all Apparitions were made by the Son, 
either in his own, or in his Father s Name. In 
After-times, the Doctrines of Ariſtotle, or at leaſt 
ſuch, as were ſuppos'd to be Ariſtotle's, took place. 
And here the Language of the Schools was mo- 
delld: which has continued to this Day. The 
Opinion, that the Father could not aſſume a Bo- 
dy, was diſcarded, and ſome other Opinions were 
introduc'd, unknown to the ancient Platoniſts. 


2dly. Another Thing, which alter'd the Lan- 
guage of Catholicks, was the Breaking out of the 
Arian Hereſy in the fourth Century. For Arians 
were the firſt, who were obſerv'd to deny the Di- 
vinity of the Son, and yet to grant, that be exiſted 
before the Creation of the World. In the firſt 
Century, the Ebionites deny d his Divinity; but 
they alſo deny d, that he had any Being, before 
the Incarnation. In the Time of Pope Victor, 
that is, in the End F the fecond Century, or in 
the very Beginning of the third, Theodotus, a 
Leather-Dreſſer, or Currier of Byzantium, de- 
ned his Divinity, but he denyd it in the ſame 
Manner as the Ebionites had done. In this, 
Theodotus was follow'd by another Theodotus, 
calld the Banker, and by Artemon, or Artemas. 
| Paul 
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Paul of Samoſata, after the Middle of the third 
Century, deny'd his Divinity : but he alſo deny'd 
his Pre-exiſtence before the Incarnation. Euſe- 
bius, in his Hiſtory, ſays, that Beryllus, in the 
ſame Century, err'd, and was reclaim'd by Ori- 
gen. So that his Sect (if any) died with him, or 
perhaps before bim. For wwe find nothing of it 
in Hiſtory afterwards. But what Bepilluss Er- 
ror (* was, is not certainly and exactly known. 
For Euſebius has ſometimes af M@ob/cure Way e 
expreſſing himſelf. And ſo is happen d in this 
Caſe : For his Words may be taken different. 
Ways. But ſince Beryllus was ſo ſoon reclaim d, 
it is not, perhaps, a Matter of great Importance, 
to know what his Error was. And Arius ma 
fill have the Honour of being the firſt, who de- 
ny d the Divinity of the Son, ſo as to grant, that 
he had a Being, before the World was made : 
Which could not but change the Language of 
Church-Writers. For no one writes with the 
ſame Caution and Reſerve, before and after a 
Hereſy appears. In the firſt Caſe Caution is not 
requtfite, and may be ridiculous. In the ſecond, 
'tis 


S. Jerom, who had read bis Dialogue with Origen, and 
therefore cou d not well be ignorant of his Error, ſays, it conſi ſted in 
this. that he deny'd the Exiſtence of Chriſt before the In- 
carnation, lapſus in Hæreſim, quæ Chriſtum ante Incarna- 
tionem negat L. de viris illuſt. Cap. Is. Gennadius ſays, ne- 
que fie eſt (Chriſtus) natus ex Virgine, quaſi antequam 
naſceretur ex Virgine Deus non fuerit, ſicut Artemon, Be- 
ryllus, & Marcellus docuerunt. L. de Eccleſiaſt. Dogmat. C. iii. 
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tis 7 abſolute Neceſſity. Before a Hereſy is 
raisd, none but Prophets can think themſelves 
bound either to write againſt it, or to ſpeak dog- 
matically and exactly on the Subject. But when 
4 Hereſy is ſtarted, the Caſe is alter d. Then the 
Alarm 1s given; and every Catholick Writer, 
who has either a Regard to the Church's Cauſe, 
or to his own Reputation, is upon his Guard, upon 
the Watch, upon the Reſerve : that he may nei- 
ther betray bis Aruſt, nor give any Advantage to 
the Philiſtines, by a looſe and free Way of ex- 
preſſing his Thoughts. This Caution, which be- 
fore was 7 and almoſt impertinent, is now 
neceſſary, and expetted from every one. Which 
cannot but make a ſenſible Difference betwixt all 
Church-WWritings, which were prior to the Here 
, and all which are poſterior toit. The firſt of 
Neceſſity were looſe and free: the latter of Ne- 
ceſſity are cautious, dogmatical, and reſery'd. And 
he, who ts not ſenſible of this Difference, is cer- 
tainly an injudicious Critick. If S. Athana- 
fius, S. Baſil, Photius, or Petavius had writ in 
Origen's or S. Methodius's Time; they might, 
perhaps, have writ of the B. Trinity with that 
Freedom, which Photius and Petavius blames. 
And if Origen or S. Methodius had written af- 
ter Arius; they would, I Believe, have deliver d 
their Thoughts with all the Caution and Reſerve 
of S. Athanaſius. 

For Injtance : to ſay, that the Son is the firſt 
Work of God, and the Holy Ghoſt the ſecond, 
would be now a ſhocking, and even a ſcandalous 

Aſjertion : 


To the READER. xy 
Aﬀſſertion : becauſe it would fignify, that the don 
is the firſt Creature, and the H. Spirit the ſe- 
cond. But was it always ſo? No. For, before 
Arius had publiſh'd his wicked Doctrine, it was 
neither a ſhocking, nor a ſcandalous Phraſe; Be- 
cauſe it was underſtood to mean no more than this ; 
that the Son was the firſt Production of God, 
and that the H. Spirit was the ſecond. As in- 
deed they are. It was even an agreeable, and a 
beautiful Expreſſion. For when a Writer is 
under no Reſtraint of ſpeaking” nicely and dog- 
matically : he cannot raiſe or relieve his Rea- 
der's Attention more, than by ſuch Forms of 


Speech, as are not rigorouſly and exactly true; 


To a diſcreet Reader nothing is more offenſtve, 
than Falſhood. And yet nothing charms him 
more; than to find out Truth under a falſe Co- 
ver. Becauſe then his Mind ſecretly applauds 
itſelf for its own Invention, and gives not the 
whole Praiſe to the Writer. Of which, in all 
ingenious Writers, we have innumerable Exam- 
ples. And it is this very Thing, which makes their 
Performances either agreeable or dull. 


zuly. There is another Reaſon ſtill, why we 
ſhould not expe the ſame Language from anci- 
ent and more modern Writers, alths tbeir Opi- 
nions and Judgments be the ſame : viz. that 
Words are in & continual Flux, and may ſometimes 
change their Signification with the Age: as 
ei, guar, Imtgor, and others have done. Sa 
that nothing can be more injudicious, than to 

0 conclude; 
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conclude, that whatever Signification they have 
now, they muſt neceſſarily have had the fame in 
all former Writers, and in all former Times. 


6. It is a Matter of Surpriſe to ſome, to find 
in the Ancients, that the Father is the Cauſe of 
the Son. But this Wonder does not tend much to 
their Commendation : being only an Effect of Ig- 
norance, and of their being unacquainted with the F 
Greek Idiom. They know, that in Engliſb Cau- 

[ ſes and Effects anſiber each other, and imply a 
tritt and rigorous Dependence. But arria and 
d inarò in Greek have a much milder Significa- 
tion, both in ancient and modern Writers, and 
only give us an Idea of one Thing, or Perſon, 
proceeding from another : which may be either 
with Dependence properly ſpeaking, as when we 
ſay, that all Creatures proceed from God, or 
without any Dependence, as the Son proceeds k 
from the Father, and the Holy Spirit from the 
Father and the Son. For Dependence, properly 5 
ſpeaking, is an Imperfection, and the Badge of a 
Creature. To aitia and amar there anſwer 
in barbarous Latin Principium and Principiatum. 
But ſome have wventur d now and then to imitate 
the Greeks. As Eſtius obſerves, that S. Hilarius, 
and S. Auguſtin have done; and that (16) their 9 
Example 5 
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(16) Ex quibus ſatis apparet, etiam nunc bujuſmodi Sermonem 
inoffenſe pronunciari puſſe, dummodo de ſententia conſtet, atque in- 1 
telligatur Cauſam non ad Effectum ſed ad Cauſatum, id eft, ad 4 
ia quod producitur, reſerri. Eſtius in 1 Diſt. xxix. Sed. ii. p. 91. 8 
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Example may ſtill be imitated by Latin Writers, 
if they be otherwiſe known to be Orthodox. 


7. Some may imagine, that if Chriſtians from 
the Beginning had believ'd the Son and the H. 
Spirit to be God; we ſhould have found in their 
Writings innumerable Inſtances of this at every 
Turn. But the quite contrary is true. Primitive 
Chriſtians knew, whether the Father alone is the 


Object of divine Worſhip properly ſpeaking, or 
not. They knew, whether the Son and the H. 
Spirit are, or are not, Creatures; that is, Bein 
which God made, and can unmake at Pleaſure. 
For if they knew not this, the Apoſtles themſelves 
were extremely deficient, in neither teaching them 
the Object of divine Worſhip; nor the Senſe of 
their Creed ; nor the Meaning of their Baptiſm, 
which Chriſt commanded them to give to all Na- 
tions, in the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the H. Spirit ; nor one of the moſt 
eſſential Parts of the New Teſtament. And 7 
theſe Points (as Dr. Clark ſuppoſes) cannot be 


certainly known from the Scripture, as we now 


Have it, but only the Characters and Offices of the 


divine Perſons; tis a Demonſtration, that the 


Scripture, as we now have it, is not the whole 
Rule of Chriſtian Faith. 


Again, it is plain to common Senſe, that if 
Creatures, or created Beings, which God made 
and can unmake or deſtroy at Pleaſure, be taken. 
in their whole Extent ; there neither is nor can 
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he a Medium betwixt God and them, For every 
Being, which is, and is not created, is evidently 
uncreated. And whatever being is, and is uncrea- 
ted, is evidently God himſelf. Primitive Chriſti- 
ans therefore knew, that if the Son and the H, 
Spirit are not Creatures; they are the ſame God 
with the Father. And when did Antiquity ei- 
ther believe or profeſs, that the Son and the H. 
Spirit are Creatures? When would not the aſſer- 


ting of it have appear d both falſe and ſcandalous? 


But why did not ancient Writers tell us much 
oftner, than they do, that the Son and the H, 
Spirit is God? Their Subject might lead them 
to it now and then, (as we ſhall ſee, that it did, 


in the fourth Chapter) but there is no Reaſon, 


awwhy they ſhould be always doing it. For who is 
fond of tell ing ever Body what every Body knows? 


8. But why is the ſecond Perſon call'd by 8. 
John a0, Ch. i. v. I. &c ? 
/ this we may obſerve, 

1ſt. That Abgos in general may be either d- 
ber &. or rep %. Again Mig; in God may 
be either taken for a Perion, or for an Attribute. 


2dly. That S. John ſpeaks only of Ml, as it 
7s a Perſon: not as it is an Attribute, calld Un- 


* 


derſtanding or Wiſdom. 


zdly. AY adder in Men is Reaſon or 
Reaſoning : A negpoemds is a Word or 
| 355 2 Speech, 
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Speech. Yet there is an Affinity betwixt them, 
For Reaſoning is the Speech of the Mind; and 
Speech 7s the Reaſoning of the Body. Both 
theſe are in God, but in a different Manner. 
Reaſoning indeed is an Imperfection, but Under- 
ſtanding is not. And alths' God has not a Body; 
yet the Aft of his Underſtanding and Will, by 
which Act he made all Things, is cal d his Word 
or his Speech. For, as God in the firſt Day of 
the Creation ſaid, Let there be Light, and there 
was Light, Gen. i. v. 3; / he ſaid before this, Let 
there be Heaven and Earth; and there was Hea- 
ven and Earth. 


4thly. The Aby or Word, of which S. John 
ſpeaks, is Avyx megpren;. But it is alſo dhe 

2 NY, Underſtanding or Wiſdom, as this 
Appellation denotes a Perſon. 


This Obſervation ſhews, that Greek Writers 
had Reaſon to call the Son both A6yov we gpoe txdy, 
and Mov Ede Tov. 


It alſo ſhews, that Dr. Clark had no Reaſon 
at all, to accuſe them, for this, of Sabellianiſm, 
and of transforming an Attribute into a divine 
Perſon; unleſs we muſt alſo accuſe S. John, from 
whom they recerv'd this Doctrine, and S. Paul 
with him. Was S. Paul, I /ay, a Sabellian, or 
did be change two Attributes into one Perſon, 
when he call'd Chriſt the Power of God, and 
the Wiſdom of God, 1 Cor, i. v. 24. 


ſaid, Let the 


XX 


Is not this ui bed Sophiſtry? And might 
you not, with a like Equivocation, prove, that 
Dr. Clark, by ſaying that the H. Spirit is a Per- 
fon, has transform'd a common Attribute or Pre- 
dicate into a divine Perſon ? For is not the Fa- 
ther a H. Spirit? Is not the Son à H. Spirit? And 
is not the H. Spirit a H. Spirit? Tf H. Spirit 
be a Title common to the B Trinity; how can it 
be a divine Perſon? A Difficulty, in which So- 
pbiſters only are concern d. | 


The ſame Obſervation ſhews, that the Opinion 
of fome ancient Writers is not entirely fabulous 
and groundleſs, who diſtinguiſh'd a double Pro- 
ceſſion in the Word: and who beld that he pro- 
ceeded neceſſarily and from all Eternity, as he 1s 
ANY L NAD erg. but that he did not proceed, or 
was generated, as he is. Ys Tepppe u, but 
only in the Beginning of the World, when God 

World be made, and it was made. 
For tho' this differs from the Syſtem and Specula- 
tions of modern Divines, yet it has nothing in 
it, which either favours Arianiſm, or can be juſtly 
cenſur d as in itſelf heretical. 


9. Some, whoſe Erudition never went beyond 
their Catechiſm, are highly ſcandakiz'd, when they 
meet with any Expreſſions in Antiquity, which 
are not of modern Uſe : and with a furious Zeal 
will condemn them immediately to Fire and Fag- 
got, as unorthodox. But theſe zealous Cenſors 

are 
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are rather to be pitied, than fear d. They have 
no other Way to judge of Truth, but only by the 
Sound and Fingling of Words; As Carriers 
Horſes, in the Country, are known by their Bells. 
And if Truth comes under the Diſguiſe of an 
antick Dreſs, tho the Author's Senſe was perfect 
ly well known at the Time in which he lid d; if 
it does not expreſs the modern Faith in modern 
Phraſes, theſe little unthinking Animals will treat 
it as unmercifully, as the Jeus did S. Stephen, 
and with a holy Tranſport of implacable Rage, 
will perſecute 1t as earneſtly, as if it were the 
moſt evident, and the moſt pernicious Falſhood. 
So that it is bard to ſay, whether Truth ſuf- 
fers more from Ignorance, or from Malice. And 
this for no other Reaſon, but only becauſe Words 
are Words, that is, becauſe they have not the 
fame Signification in all Circumſtances, and in 
all Times. 


July 16. 1728. 
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ANSWER 
To Dr. 7 lark and Mr. Vhiſton, &c. 


Firſt CH AP T E R. 


The Queſtion A RIAN IS M Stated. 


I is a Principle of Catholick 
x 1 Faith, that he Father is not the 
| Son: that the Father is not the H. 
8 Spirit : and that the Son is nei- 
bÿ̃ber the H. Spirit, nor the Father. 
IL. I. 4 is a Principle of Catholick Faith, that 
neither the Son nor the H. Spirit 164 Creature, 
But what is a Creature? It is a Peffon or Be- 
ing, which God produc d, and can deſtroy at 
Pleaſure. Some Creatures are immortal by the 

a Gift and Will of God, as Angels, human Souls, 
and the Univerſe, which will never be deſtroy d. 

B But to ſay, that theſe will not be deſtroy d, and 

B that 


— 
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that they cannot be deſtroy d, are quite different 
Things. For the Decrees and Fore- knowledge 
of God do not contract his Omnipotenee, or 
leſſen his Power. Whatever God has decreed, 
and foreſeen, will happen. And nothing does 
or will ever happen, but what he foreſaw. But 
many Things can be done, which will not. And 
common Senſe will inform us, that tho the Fore- 
knowledge and Predictions of God cannot be 
miſtaken, tho he cannot be ſubject to the Weak- 
neſs of altering his Decrees; yet ſtill many 
Things can happen, which do not. When Pe- 
fer deny d, and Fudas fold his Maſter, they had 
Free-will ;. they out (and therefore they could) 
have done the contrary. When the Traveller, 
the Labourer, or the Farmer prays for dry and 
fair Weather, perhaps God does not grant this 
Requeſt; but yet he can do it, whenever he 
pleaſes. A Fly or a Worm perhaps will not die 
till ro-morrow : But does this make it ſo invuE- 
nerable to-day, that it is not in the Power of 
Omnipotence to deſtroy it? Such Extravagan- 
ces, as theſe, can only be entertain'd by ſuch, as 
have loſt both Faith and common Senſe. For 
is he not evidently void of both, who is not 
afraid to ſay with W:ckliff, that (1) all Things 
happen by abſolute Neceſſity, that God con neither 

| leſſen 


(1) Omnia ex neceſſitate abſoluta eveniunt. Deus muniam am- 
plificare vel imminuere non poteſt. Creaturam in nibilum redigere 
non poteft. Nibil poteſt producere, niſi qued producit. Lib. 1 
_ Cap. xi, &, In Tra. Uniyerſalium, Cap. xiit, 

Co ; 


— 
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leſſen nor enlarge the World, that he cannot an- 
nihilate any Creature, that he cannot produce 
any Thing, but what he actually produces. 

To ſay therefore, that God cannot deſtroy all 
Creatures, is Nonſenſe : but to ſay, that he can 
deſtroy either the Son (whom S. John calls the 
Mord, Chap. i. v. I.) or the H. Spirit, is Blaſ- 
phemy. From which, I do not well fee, how 
Dr. Clark can be excus'd, who in a private Con- 
verſation, in his own Houſe, being lately aſk'd, 
April Zo, an. 1728, Whether a true God can be 
deſtroy d, or not? anſwer'd, I know not. It 
ſeems, the Doctor does not know, whether 
Blaſphemy be a Sin, or not. But in my Opi- 
nion, it would have been highly advantageous for 
him to have learn'd this, tho both the Publick 
had loſt his Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, 
with his Rule of Faith, and he the moſt valued 
Part of his Knowledge. 

III. It is a Principle of Catholick Faith, that 
there neither are, nor can be, two Gods. There is 
no other God but one, ſays S. Paul, 1 Cor. vili. v. 
4. How his ſacred Name was pronounc'd by 
the Fews, is uncertain. The true Pronuncia- 
tion was not Fehova, as (2) Buxtorf and others 
have demonſtrated : but more probably 
Jahvo, or Fihve. But if we read it fo, the 
H. Scripture ſays, Deut. iv. v. 35, Jehova is God, 
there is none elſe beſides him. Deut. vi. v. 4, Hear, O 
Iſrael, Febova our Lord is one Jehova. Iſai. xliv. 

. B 2 V. 6, 


| (3) In Lex Hebr, & Chald. Baſil. an, 1698, 5. 158, 159. Wale 
gongs Proleg. 8. ad Bibl. Folygl. Be 19. 
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* 6, This ſays Jehova, the King of Iſrael, and 
it's Redeemer Fehowa of Hoſts: I am the firſt, 
and I am the laſt, and beſides me there is no God. 


Iſa. xlv. v. 5, I am Febova, and there is none | 


elſe, there is no God beſides me. And v. 18, Jam 
Febova, and there is none elſe. 

From this, and the laſt Obſervation or Princi- 
ple, it follows manifeſtly, that the B. Trinity is 
neither one God and two Creatures, nor is it 
three Gods. For if two Gods are mpoſſible, 
three certainly are, 

IV. It is a Principle of Catholick Faith, that 
the Son is truly God. The ſame may be ſaid of 
the H. Spirit. For if neither the Son, nor the 
H. Spirit is created, and yet is indued with an in- 
telligent Nature; each of them may be truly and 
properly call'd a dzvine Perſon. That is, each 
of them is truly and properly God. 

And from hence the Concluſion is as plain, as 
any in Euclid, that either wwe muſt grant @ real 
Plurality of” Gods, or elſe we muſ} believe, that the 
Son and the H. Spirit are really and ſtrictly the 
fame God with the Father. | : 

But why are not three divine Perſons three 
Gods? Becauſe the Godhead cannot be multi- 
ply'd. And without this, 709 Gods are impoſſi- 
ble. As it would be impoſſible, that there 
ſhould be #9 Men, if human Nature could 
not be multiply d. This is what Philoſophers 
mean, when they ſay, that a ſubſtantive Con- 
crete (as Man, God, Creator, Helper, Lord, Sc.) 
cannot be truly us d in the plural Number, unleſs 
both che Subject and the Form be multiply d. , 
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If you aſk me, what the Word, Perſon, 


means ; I anſwer, that it has a known, but yer 
a different Signification, when it is apply'd to 
Creatures, and when it is apply'd to the B. Tri- 
nity. 
When apply'd to Creatures; a Perſon is an 
intelligent Being, or an intellectual Agent, whoſe 
Nature is divided from that of any other. This 
is the vulgar Senſe of the Word, Perſon; and 
the only Senſe, which it would ever have had, 
if the B. Trinity had not been reveal'd. Philo- 
ſophers knew no other Senſe of it; nor could 
any other have been known by natural Reli- 
gion. 

, Buc when we ſpeak of the B. Trinity ; a Per- 
ſon is one, who has a common and undivided Na- 
ture with another : or it is one, either Father, 
Son, or H. Spirit, who has the Godhead in common 
with the other two, and with each of them. This 
may be call'd the Theological Uſe, or the Re- 
ligious Uſe of the Word, Per/on; that is, a Uſe 
peculiar to the Chriſtian Religion. For when 
(3) Epigonus, with his Diſciple Cleomenes, and 
after them, in the Beginning of the third Cen- 
wry (4) Noetus in Afia, and in Africa (5) Praxe- 
as, deny'd the Diſtinction of the B. Trinity, 
and held, that the Father is both the Son, and 
the 


—_— 


(3) Theodor. Lib. iii. Her. Fab. Cap. iii. 

(4) Tvmv vai vidy ovoun(uot va market, med mas Yoeelas 
TST0 t4,ke65V0 24\4uuevov, Theodor, de Noet. Lib. iii. Her. Fab. C. 
His p. 228. B. Tom. iv. Edit. Sirm. 


(5) Praxeas Patrem crucifixit. Tert, Lib. eon. Prax, Cap. I. 
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the H. Spirit, as (6) Sabellius did afterwards, and 
ſome of the (7) Montaniſts: it was an obvious 
Queſtion, if the Father is neither the Son, nor 
the H. Spirit, and if the Son is neither the H. 
Spirit, nor the Father, what are they? To this 
Catholicks anſwered, as they do at preſent: They 
are three diſtinct Perſons. Tho this is not a 
Scriptural Expreſſion. Nor 1s the Word, Per- 
fons, taken in the ſame Manner, as when we 
fay, that Socrates, Ariſtotle, and Plato were 
three diſtin&t Perſons. For theſe were three Men, 
and by conſequence difter'd from each other both, 
in their Perſon, and in their Nature. They were 
three intelligent Beings, three intellectual Agents, 
three human Perſons, and three Men. But the 
Father, the Son, and the H. Spirit (becauſe the 
Godhead cannot be multiply d) are not three 
Gods, but only three diving Perſons, and one God: 
whether it be true, that they were call'd by 
Chriſtians, three Perſons, from the Beginning; 
or that they have been call'd, Perſons, ſince the 
End, or near the End of the ſecond Century, 
thar 


a. ä * * TY 
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(6) El HN aries N, toms © mathp dur eve 
chert x&8 T4 %9v, x 3 e d α,Gehl ag. + 

epevrey SaCiuor A ,s bypgnlam y Ts Oed 
ä Euſeb. iii. con. Marcel. C. SS as 4 . A. 

(7) Privatam autem blaſphemiam, illi qui ſunt za7s ſchinem, 
Þanc babent, qua dicunt: Chriſtum ipſum eſſe Filium & Patrem. 
L. de Preſcr. C. uit. Et Theodoretus, urès q duryy mis Teets 
does Tis lems, Ealeio megrAndciog ngviioaym, 730 
dura fyai AtyovTes x, muT*ERs Y  d& Mov xreũ wa auęg 
TMITWs Ta Ante, Natr®, L. iii. Her, Fab. C. ii. p. 227, OP. 
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that is, ſince the Noetian Hereſy began; as (8) 
Facundus Hermianenfis thinks. 


Thus the religious Uſe of the Word, Perſon, 
became very different from the vulgar Uſe and 
Signification of it. For new Perceptions, as 
well as new Things, require new /Yords ; or at 
leaſt new Senſes of the ſame Words, by taking 
in more or fewer Ideas, than they had before. 
And whoever takes it ill, that the Word, Per- 
ſens, is ſaid to have a different Signification, 
when apply'd to the B. Trinity, and when ap- 
ply'd to Creatures, ought to be ſo kind, as to 
find in Creatures as great a Myitery as the B. 
Trinity is. That is, he ought to find three An- 
gelical Perſons who are one Angel, or three Hu— 
man Perſons who are one Man. I cannot but re- 
commend this ſeriouſly to the Reader, becauſe 
Dr. Clark's Syſtem is chieſly grounded on this 
wretched Argument: Three Perſons, in Crea- 
tures, are three intellectual Agents, as three An- 
gels, or three Men: Therefore they muſt be 
o in the B. Trinity. And by this wiſe Reaſoning, 
he concludes it to be a manifeſt Contradiction 
> to ſay, that the Father, the Son, and the H. Spi- 
Twit is individually one and the ſame God. 


—_ 


(8) Eccleſia Chriſti) etiam cum necdum ad diſtinctionem pat is, 
& filij, & ſpiritus ſancti, uteretur nomine Perſore, tres credidit & 
predicavit. . . . Perſonarum autem nomen, non niſi cum Sabellius 
impugnaret Eccleſiam, neceſſario in uſum predicationis aſſumptum 
eſt. Fac. L. 1. de tribus Capitulis. Cap. iii. p. 8. CD. Ed. 
Sirm. an, 1679, 
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In the very firſt Page of his Scripture Do- 
&Frine of the Trinity, he takes Care to define a 
Perſon an intelligent Agent. In the ſame Book 
he tells us, p. 210. Intelligent Agent 1s the pro- 
per and adequate Definition of the Word, Perſon : 
neither can it otherwiſe be underſtood, with any 
Senſe or Meaning at all. And if three divine 
Perſons are three divine Agents, they are evident- 
ly three Beings, three Subſtances; three Spirits, 
— three Gods. 

In his Reply to Mr. Nelſon, &c. pag. 40, he 
ſays: Neither is there in Nature any other No- 
tion of a Perſon, than as it is an intelligent Agent, 
or intelligent Being. Whenever the Mord is 
ug d otherwiſe, no Man can tell what it ſignifies, 
And of what Uſe are Words, when they have no 


Signiſication? 


P. 157, 159, that a Perſon is an intelligent 
Agent, or an individual intelligent Being, is, ſays 
he, the common and natural Notion of all Man- 
kind, who never learn'd the Jargon of the 
Schools. 

P. 157, your Friend ſays, we ſhould believe 
the two Perſons to be one Being. which, I 
think, is a manifeſt Contradiction in Terms. 

P. 159, Two Perſons, in one and the ſame in- 
dividual uncompounded Being, 1s an expreſs Con- 
tradiction. 

P. 184, Two Perſons cannot be of the ſame 
individual or identical Nature : becauſe then one 
of . thoſe two Perſons would be the ſame Perſon 
which the other of them is. | 

an 
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In his Anſiver to Dr. Wells, p. 47, you des 
clare, that in the Godhead there are three Pera 
ſons of the ſame divine individual Eſſence. Now 
this, I ſay, is an expreſs Contradiction in the very 


ms,. 


In his Anſwer to the Author of ſome Conſidea 
rations, he ſays, p. 224: If the Father, the Son, 
and the H. Spirit, be conceivd to be all but one 
individual Being, it follows of Neceſſity, that the 
Son and the H. Spirit have no Being at all. 
For if the Father alone be (as is acknowledg'd) 
that whole Being, it follows evidently, that the 
Son and the H. Spirit either are themſelves the 
Father, or elſe have no real Being, no Exiſtence 
at all, but can only be Modes, Powers, Charas 
cters, or different Denominations of that one ſus 
preme, that one ſimple and uncompounded Being, 
which 1s the Father 15 all. Vet there may be 
ſome Difficulty perhaps in underſtanding this. 
For how can the Son and the H. Spirit be either 
Modes, Powers, Characters, or different Deno- 
minations, if they have no Being at all. 

He adds p. 225, that his Adverſary's Aſſertion, 
of the Son being one and the fame individual 
Being with the Father, appears to be the ſame 
with that, which from before the Days of Photi- 
nus to the Times of the Schoolmen, has by the 
Council of Nicea, and all following Councils, 
been condemn'd as Heterodox, See p. 289, 97; 
C 
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And in his Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, 
Ed. 2. p. 260, They, who... . affirm the Son and 
H. Spirit to be (individually with the Father) the 
ſelf-exiſtent Being; take away their very Exi- 
ſtence, and ſo fall unawares into Sabellianiſm, 
which is the ſame with (9) Socinianiſm. Thus 
Dr. Clark. 

If you aſk me, what is the Form, or (as Lo- 
gicians call it) the Abhſtract, from which the Fa- 
ther, and Son, and the H. Spirit are call'd Per- 
ſons : J anſwer, it is the perſonal Subſiſtence of 
each of them But does this give us a clear I- 
dea of a divine Perſon? Probably it does not. 
And when Dr. Clark has no Ar Ideas, ei- 
ther of created Perſons, or of created Things; 
it is hop'd that Catholicks may be able to gide 
him a clear Idea of the B. Trinity. He may 
call this, if he pleaſes, the Jargon of th= Schools. 
For Truth may be eaſily burleſk'd, when it can- 
not be anſwer d. 

But is this a Scriptural Expreſſion, the Father, 
the Son, and the H. Spirit is one and the ſame 
God ? 

I anſwer, when the learned Doctor has found 
this Expreſſion in the Bible, The Father, the 
Son, and the H. Spirit are three divine Perſons ; 
I doubt not, but he will find the other with 
It, 


V. But 


(9) This is a Miſtae. For the two Socinus“ beld, that Chris 
bad gs Being before the Incarnation. wel 
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V. But tho' the Father, the Son, and the 
H. Spirit are literally three Perſons: yet in a 
metaphorical Senſe they are only one Perſon, 
For if it be truly and elegantly faid, as it is, that 
a Huſband and Wife, by Reaſon of their Inti- 
macy and Concord, are not two, but one Fleſh, 
S. Mat. xix. v. 6. If all good Chriſtians are by 
Charity &g one Perſon in Jeſus Chriſt, Gal. ili. 
v. 28. much more may the Father, Son, and H. 
Spirit (of whoſe Intimacy and Concord, Crea- 
tures have only an imperfect Reſemblance) be 
truly and elegantly call'd ane Perſon in a meta- 
phorical Senſe. Which fully anſwers the 
famous and firſt Objection of Dr. Clark, from 
8. Mar. xix. v. 17. in his Scrzpture-Doftrine, p. 
I. and in his Reply to Mr. Nelſon, &c. p. 39. But 


of this more hereafter. 


VI. It is a Principle of Catholick Faith, that 
if the Scripture be underſtood in the Senſe, in 
which it was writ; tis clear in Scripture, that 
neither the Son nor the H. Spirit 1s a Creature, 


and that they are properly and ſtriftly the ſame 
God with the Father. 


VII. Arius, an ambitious, ſubtle, pale, and, 
as it ſeem'd, a mortify'd Prieſt of Alexandria, 
and a Philoſopher, was the Author of the Arian 
Hereſy, about the Year of Chriſt 319. His ca- 
pital Error was, that the Son of God (whom S. 
John calls the Word, S. Jo. I. v. I.) is @ Creature. 

£56 C 2 From 


1 
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From whence it would follow, that the H. Spirit is 
ſo too. For no one ever ſuppos d him to be greater 
than the Son. When Ar:us had once diſcoyer'd 
himſelf, he ſcatter'd his Poiſon freely, and with 
great Induſtry, both in publick and in private, 
both at home and abroad, through Egypt, Libya, 
and Thebais; and, to give a better Colour to it, 
he call'd his Adverſaries Sabellians. Among o- 
ther Proſelytes, he gain'd to his Party two Bi- 
ſhops in Libya, Secundus and Theonas, and eleven 
of the Clergy in Alexandria, who choſe rather 
to be excommunicated with him, by S. Alexan- 
der their Dioceſan, at the Head of near a hun- 
dred Biſhops of Egypt and Libya, than to forſake 
his Errors. In theſe Arius, and his Proſelytes, 
obſtinately perſiſted in the Vear 325, and had 
their Excommunication confirm'd by the Coun- 
cil of Nicea. The Writings of Arius were alſo 
condemn'd by the Biſhops of this Council, who 
could not hear them read without Horror, and 
ſtop d their Ears at ſuch a Torrent of Blaſphemy 
and Profaneneſs. Ar:ius, with the two Biſhops, 
and as many of the Clergy as S. Alexander had 
excommunicated, were baniſh'd to 1/lyricum by 
the Emperor Conſtantin, who alſo commanded 
that his Books ſhould be burn'd, under pain of 
Death, All theſe Circumſtances the Reader may 
find exactly prov'd by Monſr. Tillemont, in the 
fixth Volume of his Church-Memoirs. 

The Arian Hereſy receiv'd fo great a Wound 
from the Council of Niceg, that the Profeſſion of 


it 
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it was utterly extinguiſh d, through almoſt all 
Chriſtendom, for many Years. Euſebius of Ni- 
comedia, then an Imperial City, and many of his 
Party (who from him were call'd Euſebians) 
were {till in their Hearts, as we have too much 
Reaſon to believe, as zealous Arians, as they had 
been before, But, before Arianiſin was con- 
= demn'd in the Nicene Council, they made no 
Scruple to profeſs it. And from the Time of 
it's Condemnation they never durſt profeſs Ar:- 
aniſm, till above twenty Years after the Coun- 
cil of Nicea. Even Arius, an. 330, made a Re- 
cantation, ſuch as it was, and was recall'd by 
the Emperor from his Baniſhment. So that it 
is no new Thing to ſee Arians and Hypocrites 
join d. 


VIII. Since the Vear 1700, Arianiſin has re- 
appear'd in England. Firſt openly ; and then 
under a Diſguiſe, In 1708, and for ſome Years 
after, Mr. I hiſton, who had taught the Mathe- 
maticks in Cambridge, was a profeſs d Arian. 
Arians were then (10) the Reſervers of the moſt 
primitive Doctrines. Arians and Eunomians 
were then (11) thoſe eminent Vindicators of the 
moſt primitive Faith, Then (12) the Arian 
Doctrine was in thoſe Points (the Trinity and 
Incarnation) moſt certainly the original Doctrine 


7 


( 10 Primitive Chriſtianity: Tom. iv. in Appendice, Page 10. 
an. 711 

(11) Tom. iv. Append. p. 53. 

(12) Tom. i. p. vi, vu, and Supplement, p. 69. 
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of Chrift himfelf, of bis H. Apoſtles, and of the 


moſt primitive Chriſtians, This was then Mr. 
Whiftor's (Iz) own, not UNCERTAIN OPINION, 
but CERTAIN FAITH. | 

But his certain Faith was, in his Opinion, 
ſoon demoliſh'd. For in the Year 1713, in his 
noble Eſſay, intitled, The Council of Nice vin- 
dicated from the Athanaſian Hereſy, he was a 
profeſs'd Euſebian. Then the (14) Arian Do- 
ctrines were the novel Doctrines and Language, 
which Arias himſelf, and his peculiar Followers 
introduc d. Then (15) the Arian Raſhneſs, 
which .... ſaid, that the Son was made out of no- 
thing, was on both Sides condemn'd, both by Eu- 
febians and Athanaſians. | 

As to the Euſebians, they were, according to 
Mr. Whifton, (16) the moſt uncorrupt Body of 
the Church. And (17) by the Chriſtian Do- 
Frine, ſays he, I mean the real Doctrines of the 
Euſebians. 


Had Mr. V hiſton been acquainted with 
Church Hiſtory, his profeſſing himſelf to be 
an Eufebian, would have been the ſame as pro- 
feſſing himſelf to be an Arian Hypocrite. But 
tho his Ignorance acquits him from this abſurd 
Imputation, it caſts him into another as great. 

| For 


8 ah 20 


(15) Page 7. 
[16] Page 4- 
[17] Page 3, 4+ 
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For whilſt he profeſs d himſelf an Euſebian, he 


was (without knowing it) a profeſs d Arian. 

When he writ his Letter to the Earl of Not- 
tingham, an. 1721, he was an Euſebian. He 
A 1 * the unjuſtifiable Raſhneſs and Folly 
T Arws. And on the other Hand inform'd us, 
; a the [19 Euſebians agreed with him, in re- 
jecting all human Additions, and novel Terms of 
Art, whether on the Arian or Athanaſian Side, 
and Jo preſerv'd the Chriſtian Worſhip in its an- 
cient Purity. But at the very ſame Time Mr. 
Whiſton grants, and even pretends to prove, that 
[20] the Word of God, our B. Lord, even in his 
higheſt Copacity, was truly created by the Fa- 
ther; which was the chief, and moſt funda- 
mental Error of Arius: and an Error, which 
none of the Euſebians durſt maintain, till they 
began to lay afide their Maſk ; which was not 
till many Years after the Council of Nicea. Mr. 
Whiſton therefore had ſpoken with much more 
Accuracy, if, inſtead of aſſuming to himſelf the 
Name of an Euſebian, he had beſtow'd this Ti- 
tle on his Friend Dr. Clark. 

In the Cloſe of this Epiſtle, Mr. VJ hiſton gives 
us in 54 Pages, a large Account of what ah, calls 
Athanaſian Confeſfions. A great Part of theſe 
relate only to Origen, and therefore are not ſo 
very much to the Purpoſe. Nazianzen's Con- 


— 


* 


2 \ 


[18] Pref. page 24. | — — 
[19] Ibid. 


[20] Ib. p. 28. 
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feſſion (which he reſerv'd for the Poſtſcript, pag; 
92) is a manifeſt Miſ-tranſlation of S. Gregory 
Naz1tanzen's Words, which only imply, that 8. 
Athanaſius, in a Synod at Alexandria an. 363, 
and in his Letter to the Emperor Jovian, was 
inſpir d to aſſert, what he had always believ'd, 
that the H. Spirit is conſubſtantial with the Fa- 
ther and the Son. So that Mr. Whifton's Con- 
Fufion might perhaps have been a more ſuitable 
Title, than Nazianzen's Confeſſion, 


IX. Dr. Clark (as we have too much Reaſon 
to believe) is a hearty Well-wiſher to the Do- 
ctrine, for which Mr. I hiſton was turn'd out of 
Cambridge. But he has acted much more out 
of Sight: perhaps becauſe he had more to loſe. 
However it is, his whole Syſtem centers in this, 
which he is not willing openly to aſſert, that 
both the Son and the H. Spirit is a Creature. 
And what is this, but downright Ar:ani/m ? 
This is the modiſh Religion of the Age. And 
if the Government does not interpoſe, it is not 
to be doubted, but Arianiſin, in a ſhort Time, 
will devour all other Parts of the Reformation 
in England. 


trend 


Second CH APT E R. 
7 follows demonſtratively from ſome Principles, 
which both Dr. Clark and Mr. Whiſton grant, 
that neither the Son nor the H. Spirit is a 


Creature; and that they are the ſame God avith 
the Father. | 


FixsT. JI OTH the Son and the H. Spirit 
are truly and properly divine Per- 

ſons. There has exiſted from the Beginning, a 
ſecond divine Perſon, which 1s the Word, or Son, 
fays Dr. [1] Clark. And there has exiſted from 
the Beginning, ſays [2] he, a third divine Perſon, 
which is the Spirit of the Father, and of the Son, 
8 Mr. Whiſton ſays, BY Teſus Chrift is a 
divine Perſon. And the H. Spirit of God is 4 
divine Perſon. [4] Rs 

But it is a Principle of che Chriſtian Faith, 
and a Principle evident to common Senſe, 11t. 
that no Creature, and whoever is not the ſelf- 
exiſtent God, is a divine Perſon. 

2dly, That every one, who is truly and pro- 
perly a divine Perſon, is truly and properly 
God 


zaly, That there neither are nur can be more 
Gods than one, The Scripture, ſays Dr. Clark, © 
| D always 


. 
* * 44 % pry — *. +» * * - 
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[1] 9 4 Dod. p. 210. 
[2] 15. | 7 
f33 Prim. Chrift, Tom. iv. Axt. ii. 7. 77. 
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always declares, there is but one God. Script. Doct. 

. ZOO. 
N Therefore the Son and the H. Spirit are not 
Creatures, but the ſame God with the Fa- 
ther. 

This is not a ſeeming Demonſtration, (that is, | 
a Fallacy) but a real and true Demonſtration. 
For what is a true Demonſtration, but an Argu- 
ment, to which a ſolid Anſwer cannot be gi- 
ven? Or an Argument, which is neither con- 

to a real Demonſtration, nor to a reveal'd 
Truth ? 

But what muſt we think of this Reaſoning? : 
Three Angelical Perſons cannot be, one Angel, 
three Human Perſons cannot be one Man : 
Therefore three Divine Perſons cannot be one 
God ? | | 

I I anſwer, this is not a real, but only a ſeem- . 
ing Demonſtration, that is, a Fallacy. Becauſe 
the Concluſion (by which a Pluralty of Gods 
1s inferr d) is evidently repugnant to a reveal'd 
Truth. And as Chillingworth (whoſe Words 
are quoted by Dr. Clark, in the Introduction to 
his Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, pag. xiii) 
= fays with the greateſt Exactneſs [5] No Demon- 

lation can be ftronger than this: God has ſaid 

„. -erefor? it is true. 5 

Again, che Son is truly and properly God, 

and God by Nature. Dr. Clark, in his Reply, p. 
a ys: The Son is, by Communication of divine 

. . "MIT 1 : Por er | 


M635 , e | 
85 4 P 1 a ſafe Way to Salvation. Cha · vi. 


* - 
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Power and Dominion from the Father, REALLY 
AND TRULY GOD. 

Pag. 52, He is really and truly God. 

Pag. 62, The Son is true God, by Communi- 
cation of Divinity from the Father. 

Pag. 69, That the Father's being, by Way of 
Eminence, the one God, does not exclude the Son 
from being truly God, by true 1 
Divinity from that one unoriginated God t 
Father, I readily acknowledge. | 

Pag. 91, Chriſt is truly God, becauſe he has 
true Divinity deriv'd to him from the Father 
He is truly Good, by having the Father's Goodneſs 
communicated. to him without Meaſure. 

Pag. 106, Ireneus very juſtly ſtiles Chriſt true 
God and truly God, . . by Having receiud from 
his Father true Divinity and Dominion over the 
whole Creation. "et 

Pag. 163, That the Name Febovab may beg . 
is given to him, who is the Meſſenger. and x 
ſentative of the only true God (who Ws.” © 
is himſelf TRUE God, and yet not he, whaWp. 
the Account of his 5 elfexiſtence and Lie g. 'u2 
underiu d Dominion, is ſtil d by Way 0 7 . FY 
the one true God) is expreſly aim d in 
Exod. xxiii. v. 2 10 oY Name (or Author ) A 
in him. See „ * "wp 

Pag. 81, C mY 2 BY INATURE neu; Gap | WB 
AS TRULY, AS MAN IS BY NATURE, TRY 8 i 
Man. py Ns Foe; 

And Mr. Whiſt, in his Council of Nice wink * "22 
dicated n the AN "i Wh Bogus: 5 
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Chriſt is TRULY GOD AND LoRD...,. . This 
Chriſtian Article 1s agreed to by all the three 
Parties, Euſebians, Athanaſians, and Ariahs ; as 
alſo that he is a GOD BY NATURE, and was 
uch before his Incarnation, nay before the Creation 
of the World ; and not only by Office, or Appoint- 
ment afterwards, as the old Ebionites and modern 
Socinians have been forc'd to aſſirm. 

Dr. Clark, in his Reply, p. 145, adds, That 
there is a reaſonable Senſe, in which the Father 
and the Son, tho one Self-exiftent and the other 
not, may yet truly be affirm'd to be of THE SAME 

ATURE, . . 4 deny not. „ 

The Son therefore is not a Creature. He is 
not a nominal or a metaphorical God, as Moſes, of 
whom it is ſaid, Exod. vii. 1, I have made thee a 
God to Pharaoh : and as the Judges were, of 
whom we read, Pf, Ixxxii (al. Ixxx1) v. 6, I have 

ſaid, you are Gods, | « 
He is not a ſecond God, or a made God. If 
No, he is a Creature. And if he be not one of 
the Creatures, or of thoſe who are not the Self- 
exiſtent God; he is evidently the ſame God with 
the Father. | h 
I cannot in this Place omit S. Auguſtin's Ar- 
gument againſt the Arian —_— Maximin, be- 
cauſe it is unanſwerable, (6) Tell me as loud as 
you pleaſe, the Father is greater, the Son is leſs: 
Our Anſwer to you is, the greater God, and the 
* | leſ 
(6) Clama 1 — vit, Pater eft major, Filius minor: Rev 


Spondeiur tibi, duo tamen. ſunt, major & miner. Nec dittum eft, 
77 10 V+ 7 ; THT E 4 by : 4 . 7 Domin ds, 


* 
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Jeſs God, are two Gods. And it 1s not ſaid, 
Deut. vi. 4, thy greater Lord God is one 

but the Lord thy God is one Lord. Nor is it 
ſaid, II. xliv. 6, xlv. v. 5, 18, Deut. iv. 35, there 
is no other God equal to me, but, there is no 
other God beſides me. Either therefore acknow- 
ledge, that the Father and the Son are oN LORD 
Gop, or in plain Terms deny, that Chriſt is Lord 
God at all. 

Again, there is ſcarce any Thing clearer in 
the Hiſtory of the Church, than that Chriſtians, 
from the Beginning, gave divine Honour to 
Chriſt. The younger Pliny, a learned Heathen 
Magiſtrate, and a Perſecutor of the Chriſtians, tells 
the Emperor Trajan, in the Vear of Chriſt 104, 
that is, within four Years after the Death of 8. 
Jobn the Evangeliſt) that ſome Chriſtians, who 
were not able to bear the Violence of the Per- 
ſecution, had given him this Account of their 
Religion: That on certain Days they were ac- 
cuſtomed to meet before it was Light, and by 
Turns (7) to fing Pjalms To CHRIST As To 


Go. 


—— q a nn 


— — — — — 


Dominus, Deus tuus major, Dominus unus eſt; ſed dig 
eſt, Dominus, Deus tuus, Dominus unus eft. Neque dib um 
eft, non eſt alius æqualis mihi; ſed dictum eft, non eft alius 
præter me. Aut ergo confitere Patrem & Filium unum eſſe Do- 
minum Deum, aut aperte vega Dominum Deum eſſe Cbriſtum. L. 
2. con. Maximin. Cap. 23. p · 727. T. 8. Ed. Ben. T 
(7) AFrmabant autem hanc fuiſſe ſummam vel culpe ſue vel 
erroris, quod eſſent ſoliti ſtato die ante Iucem convenire, carmerquo 
Cbriſo quaſi Leo dicere ſecum invicem: ſeq, ſacramento non in 
ſtcelus aliquod ob ſtringere, ſed ne ſurta, ne [atrocinia, ne adulteria 
committerent, ne fide fallerent, c. Plin. L. x. Epiſt. 104 ag 
Trajanum m OE 
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Go p. It was therefore an Article of Faith 
with the firſt Chriſtians, that Chriſt is not a 
Creature. For to give any Degree of divine Ho- 
nour to a Creature, or to one who is not the ſelf- 
exiſtent God, is both Idolatry and Blaſphemy: 
with which God can no more be pleas d, than 
wich giving an inferior Honour to himſelf. And 
if it is not clear in the Scripture, as we now 
have it, that the Son is not a Creature, Dr. 
Clark's Rule of Faith (which he gives us in his 
Introduction to the Scripture Doctrine of the 
Trinity, pag. iv, &c.) is falſe, vi. that all the Ar- 
ticles of Chriſtian Faich are plain in the Scrip- 
ture, as we now have it. 

Beſides, the Reader may obſerve, that whilſt 
Dr. Clark and Mr. Wh:/ton are endeavouring to 
prove, that the Catholick Faith of the B. Tri- 
nity contradicts itſelf; they fall into a real and 
plain Contradiction themſelves. For it is a ma- 
nifeſt Contradiction to ſuppoſe, that there is a 
divine Perſon, which is not God. As it would be 
to ſay, that there is an Angelical Perſon, which 
is not an Angel, or that there is a human Perſon, 
which is not a Man. But there neither are nor 
can be more Gods than one. It is therefore a 
plain Contradiction to ſay, there are two divine 
Perſons, which are not the ſame God with the 
Father. 


SECONDLY. All Nations were commanded 
to be baptiz'd S. Matt. xxvili. v. 19, in the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 

Spirit. 


= 
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Spirit. If then the Apoſtles were faithful in 
© the Diſcharge of their Office, and taught their 
Converts what theſe Words mean, and what is 
the whole Object of Chriſtian Worſhip ; the 
firſt Chriſtians knew, whether divine Honour 
is due to the Father alone, or to the Father and 
Son only, or to the Father, to the Son, and to the 
H. Spirit. This, I ſay, was an Article of Chri- 
ſtian Faith, from the Beginning. And if all the 
Articles of Chriſtian Belief are manifeſtly de- 
liver'd in the Books of Scripture, as we now have 
them, or if they (8) are to us now, not only the 
Rule, but the whole, and the only Rule of Truth 
in Matters of Religion, as Dr. Clark expreſſes it; 
it is ſtill an Article manifeſtly deliver'd in the 
Books of Scripture, as we now have them. 

Is then divine Honour (properly and ſtrictly 
ſpeaking) due to the Son, or is it not? If it be 
not ; he 1s evidently a Creature, and nota divine 
Perſon. 8 

Is divine Honour (properly and ſtrictly ſpeak- 
ing) due to the Holy Spirit, or is it not? If it be 
not ; the H. Spirit is evidently a Creature, and 
not a divine Perſon. 

But if divine Honour (properly and ſtrictly- 
ſpeaking) be due to the Son, and to the H. Spi- 
rit; they are evidently God : and unleſs there be 
literally and ſtrictly many Gods; they are evi- 
dently the ſame God with the Father. 

| | What 
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(8) Introd, to the Script. Dod. of the Trinity, page is: 
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What then does Dr. Clark mean by his Cloud 
of Metaphyſicks ? (9) What the Metaþhyfical Nas 
ture, Eſſence, or Subſtance of any of theſe three dia 
vine Perſons is, the Scripture has no where at all 
declar d. (10) In what particular Metaphyfical 
Manner the Son derives his Being from the Fa- 
ther, the Scripture has no where diſtinctiy de- 
clar d. (11) In what particular Metaphyfical 
Manner the H. Spirit derives his Being from the 
Father, the Scripture has no where at all dein d. 
(12) The Reaſon why the Son in the New Teſta- 
ment is ſometimes ſtil d, God, is not ſo much upon 
Account of his Metaphyfical 8 ubſtance, how divine 
ſoever, as of his relative Attributes (communica- 
ted to him from the Father) over us. (13) The 
Son, whatever his Metaphyfical Eſſence or Sub- 

ance be, . .. is evidently 2 to the Fa- 
ther. (14) The Son, NG his Metaphyfical 
| Nature or Eſſence be, &c. [15) The Son, how 
great ſoever the Metaphyſical Dignity of his Na- 
ture was, &c. (16) The H. Spirit, whatever 
his Metaphyfical Nature, Eſſence, or Subſtance 
be, &c. (17) This Honour the Scripture directs 
to be paid to Chriſt, not / much upon 1 
is 


8 


(9) Script. Doct. p. 2 10. Prop. ive 
(10) p. 239. Prop. xiii. 

(i1) p. 258 Prop. xxi. 

(12) p. 263. Prop. xxv. 
(3) % 272. Prop. xxxive 
(14) p. 290. Prop. xxxvi. 

(:5) 4 298. Prop. xxxvii. 

(16) p. 319. — xl. & Prop. mh 
ad 341: Prop. Ii. 
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Attributes, &c. Now what does this learned 
Mummery and Gibberiſh aim at ? 

Metaphy/icks are properly the ſublime Know- 
ledge of God, and his Attributes, which Reaſon 
dictates to us. But what Relation has this Sci- 
ence either to the Son, or the H. Spirit, or to 
their Proceſſions, which are known only by 
Faith? Or does the Doctor mean this, 2 Me- 
taphyfical Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance; that 
the Scripture has not declar d, whether the 
Son and FH. Spirit are Creatures, or not? For 
this, Metaphy/icks might be a decent Blind. 

But iſt. It was an Article of the primitive 
Faith, that neither the Son, nor the H. Spirit is 
a Creature. And is it not Dr. Clark's Opinion, 
that all the Articles of the primitive Faith are 
plain in the Scripture, as we now have it? | 

2dly. The Scripture evidently informs us, that 
the Father is wncreated. Yet the Dr. ſays, (18) 
What the proper Metaphyſical Nature, Efjence, or 
Subſtance of any of theſe [three] divine Perſons is, 
the Scripture has no where at all declar d. 

If the learned Doctor means only this, that 
School-Queſtions are not decided in the Scrip- 
ture; it is very true, but not at all to the Pur- 
poſe. And if he means any Thing elſe, why 
is not the Reader admitted into the Se- 


cret ? | 
E T HIKDLY, 


«„ a 
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(18) P. 210. Props o. 
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THIRDLY. It is a daring Blaſphemy to ſay, 
either that the Son or the H. Spirit was, or 
might have been made out of nothing, or that 
it is in the Father's Power to annihilate and de- 
ſtroy them. Vet theſe are the eſſential Proper- 
ties of a Creature, For every Creature, and 
whoever is not the ſelf-exiſtent God, was, or 
might have been produc'd in Time: and therefore 
was, or might have been made originally out of 
nothing. The Reaſon of this is plain. Becauſe 
no Creature, Nothing, which is not the ſelf- 
exiſtent and ſupreme God, has neceſſarily an 
actual Being or Exiſtence from Eternity: and 
if it had been produc'd in Time; it would have 
been made originally out of nothing. For as Dr. 
Clark ſays very right, in his Anſwer to ſome Con- 
fiderations, pag. 226, Length of Duration makes 
no Alteration in the Nature of any Thing, . . . . 
Had Matter been produc'd by the eternal Opera- 
tion of the Will and Power of God; it would not 
thereby have been a Whit more neceſſary or inde- 
pendent, than it is when produc'd by the temporary 
Operation of the ſame Power and Will. 

Now it cannot be ſaid without Blaſphemy, 
that either the Son or the H. Spirit was, or might 
have been, made originally out of nothing, or 
that it is in the Power of God to annihilate them 
if he pleaſes. 

Therefore it is Blaſphemy to ſay, that either 
the Son or the H. Spirit is a Creature: Or that 
he is not the ſelfrexiſtent God. 


But 
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But it is alſo Blaſphemy to affirm, that there 

re literally and properly many Gods. 

And, by Conſequence, it is Blaſphemy to de- 
ny, that either the Son or the H. Spirit is the 
ſame God with the Father. 

This to the learned Dr. and his Friends (for 
whoſe perſonal Endowments I have a real and 
great Eſteem) will ſeem very ſhocking. But it 
is no more, than the Defence of Truth requires. 
And it is an approv'd Saying : Amicus Plato, 
ſed magis amica veritas. 

I muſt ſtill intreat their Pardon, for inferring 
two other Conſequences, which are eſſential to 
this Subject. 

The firſt Conſequence is, that all Arians, 
who give any Degree of divine Honour to Chriſt, 
are Jdolaters, by giving divine Honour to him, 
whom they ſuppoſe to be a Creature. | 

And you muſt not tell me, that this is no 
more, than God has commanded, and that it is 
an Act of Virtue, For how hideous will Chri- 
ſtianity appear, if Arianiſin was the primitive 
Religion of Chriſtendom ; that is, if God has 
commanded us to be Idolaters, and to give divine 
Honour to a Creature? How hideous will Chri- 
ſtianity appear, if God has made this to be not 
only lawful (which yet is a manifeſt Contradicti- 
on) but even to be an Act of Virtue and Religion? 
For if God can do, and has done this; why 
may he not (what I have a Horror to write) 
make Virtue Vice, and Vice Virtue? Why 

e may 
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may not Blaſphemy be made lawful, Infidelity 
be a Precept, and Charity be a Sin? 


The ſecond Conſequence is, that Euſebians, 
or conceal'd Arians, if they give any Degree of 
divine Honour to Chriſt, are both 1dolaters and 
Hypocrites : Idolaters, by giving him divine 
Honour, whom they ſuppoſe to be a Creature ; 
and Hypocrites, by concealing Arianiſin. 


* R „ 


Third CHAPTER, 
Are the Sen and the H. Spirit felf-exiſtent ? 


I; O be ſelfgexiſtent, is to be actually or 
to exiſt, and not to have this actual 
Being or Exiſtence from any other. | 
Hence the Father is /e/f-ex:;/tent. Becauſe he 
has not his Being from any other Perſon or 
Thing whatever. The Father alone is ſelf-ex- 
z/tent ; that is, unbegotten, unproduc'd, and un- 
der vd. Self-exiftence is his peculiar and per- 
ſonal Property. It is his Privilege, and as ſome 
arcient Liwines have call'd it, his Prerogative. |} 
| _ Le alone is a divine Perſon from no 
BF 
* The 


— 


0 


S 1 v 70 -- wo 


The Father alone is ſelfrexiſtent. 29 


The Son and the H. Spirit have the ſame 
Godhead, the ſame Goodneſs, the ſame Power, 
the ſame Will, the ſame Knowledge, the ſame 
Nature, and all the fame abſolute Attributes 
with the Father. But they are not /#//-ex:i/ent. 
Becauſe they are God from God. 'Their Perſons, 
their Nature, (that is the Godhead) their actual 
Being or Exiſtence, their Power, their Know- 
ledge, their Goodneſs, their Will, their Actions, 
their Decrees, whatever they are, whatever they 
have, and whatever they do, is deriv'd to them 
from the Father. They are truly God. And 
are therefore infinite, omnipotent, and immenſe : 
they neceſſarily exiſt, they are preſent in all 
Places, they know all Things : and whatever 
the Father has made or preſerves, he made and 
preſerves through them. They are truly God. 
And have therefore the ſame Godhead with the 
Father : they are equal to him in it; and tho' 
different Perſons, are yet the fame God with 
him. They are truly God. And therefore if 
God be a Subſtance or an Eſſence (which, in the 
Catholick Senſe of theſe Words, is unqueſtiona- 


ble) they are conſulſtantial and coeſſential with 


the Father. 


But if they are truly God from God (as indeed 
they are) they have nothing from themſelves, 


but all Things from the Father. For this Rea- 


ſon our B. Redeemer on the one hand ſays, A 
Things, which the Father has, are mine, S. Jo. 
xvi. v. 15. And on the other, The Son can do 
„ | nothing 
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nothing of bim but what Things ſoever the 
Father Fey * the Son does r in 
like Manner, S. Jo. v. v. 19 

The Son ho the H. Sp irit neceſſarily exiſt. 
But they neceſſarily exiſt from the Father, who 
alone is ſelfexiſtent, that is, God of himſelf, 
Good of himſelf, Great of himſelf, Wiſe of 
himſelf, Immortal from himſelf, Eternal from 
himſelf, Almighty and Infinite from himſelf 
alone. Becauſe whatever he is, whatever he 
does, and whatever he has, he alone has fram 
himſelf, and from no other. 

All this undeniably follows, from what every 
Child is taught in his Catechiſm. Yet I may 
venture to affirm, that this anſwers the greateſt 
Part of Dr. Clark s Scripture-Doctrine of the 
Trinity. 


- Iſt. Ir anſwers fully the Paſlages of "JE IG 
pag. I, in which the Father is ſtil'd the one or 
only God. As when it is faid S. Matt. xix. I7, 
there 1s none good, but one, who 1s God, or there 
is no Perſon good from himſelf, but only the 
Father. Of which ſee Dr. Clark g. 60. n. 
447. 8. Jo. xvii. 3, He is [from himſelf} the only 
true God. Eph. iv. 6, He is from himſelf one 
God and Father of all Thi ings created, who ic 
above all his Creatures. And 1 Tim. vi. v. 15, 
16, He is from himſelf the only Potentate, w 
only has Immortality from himſelf. See the 
Dr. p. 60, 

2dly, 


The Father alone is ſelfcexiſtent. 3 r 


adly. It anſwers fully the Paſſages of Scrip- 
ture pag. 8, in which he is ſtil'd God abſolutely 
and (as the Dr. ſays) by Way of Eminence, as 
when it is ſaid, S. Mar. xvi. 16, Chri/t the Son 9 
the Irving God. | 

3dly. Ir anſwers fully the Paſſages pag. 41, in 
which he is ſtil'd God with ſome peculiar high 
Titles, as the Lord of Heaven and Earth, S. Mat. 
xi. 25: the moſt high God, Mar. v. 7: the God of 
Abraham, and of Iſaac, and of Jacob, Acts 
1 


4thly. It anſwers fully the Paſſages pag. 58, 
wherein it is declar'd, if we believe the Dr. that 
Prayers and Praiſes ought primarily to be offer d 
to him, and that every Thing ought to be direct- 
ed ultimately to his Honour and Glory. As 
when it is ſaid, Our Father, who art in Hea- 
ven, S8. Mat. vi. 9: Thou ſhalt adore the Lord 
thy God, and thou ſhalt ſerve him only, S. Mat. 
iv. 10. And yet, ſays the Dr. pag. 60, it is ex- 
preſly and very confiſtently declar d, Dan. vii. 14. 
that to him to the Meſſiah] was given Dominion 
and Glory, and a Kingdom, that all People and 
Nations . . . ſhould sERVE HIM. 

That is, it anſwers the whole firſt Chapter, 


or ſeventy pages, of the Scripture-Doctrine of 
' the Trinity. 


5thly. It anſwers fully the Paſſages of Scrip- 
ture pag. 130, in which, ſays the Dr. the Son 
18 
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is declar'd to be bort nne to che F arkbr.” 
Paſſages take up forty five pages? * 


* 
* 
. 

* 


2 


6thly- It anſwers fully che Paſſges'p pag. 1911 
196, wherein it is declar'd, ſays the Dr. that 
the H. Spirit is ſubordinate to the Father and 
the Son. 

That is, it anſwers whatever the Dr. thought 

fit to objet in 207 pages, and in 1251 Texts: 
or it anſwers eight hundred and thirty four Ob- 
ai Meaint the Divinity of the Son and of 
the H. Spirit, if the Dr. defign'd them as ſuch. 

As to what he calls Subordination,and Direct, 
ing our Prayers ang Praiſes primarily, and all 
Things ultimately, to the Father: if he only 
means, that the Son poceeds from the Father, 

| and that the H. Spirit proceeds from the Father 

and the Son, neither this Subord:nation, nor this 
primary and ultimate Direktion F all Things to 
| 
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the Father, thus ungerſtood, is againſt Faith. 

1 But if his Meaning is, that*the Son and the H. 
| _ Spirit depend ſtrictly on the Will of the Father, 
| (as all Creatures do) ſo that it was in his Power 
| to have produc'd them in Time, or not to have 
produc'd them at all, or that he cun deſtroy 
them, as eafily as he on deſtroy am Angel, or 
a human Soul ; ; this is utterly falſe, and cannot 
be reaſonably concluded from any Text of rp. 4 
ture. 92 by 
But Subordination, either of the Son, or of 4 

the H. Spirit, is not a Church-Term: che B. 
Bull ventur'd to uſe it. In the ordinary Accep - 
tation, W 


ii 


* 
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tation, it ſignifies the Subjection and Dependance 
of Creatures, I know, the Biſhop takes it in a 
milder Senſe; for that which Divines call Or- 
der, Miſſion, Production, Proceſſion, and the 
Greeks (whom ſome (19) Latin Authors have 
imitated) Cauſality, or Tw Aty Tic eiiz;. Dr. 
Waterland calls it Subordination of Order, not 
of Nature. And there is, in a Catholick Senſe, 
a Primacy or Headſhip in the Father, which,S. 
(20) Alexander, who condemn'd Ar:us,” ſtiles 
the Father's Prerogative : S. Auguſtin calls it 


Chap. ix. v. 3, 


(21) his Authority, See 1 Cor. iii. v. 22, 23. 


II. Neither the Son nor the Holy Spirit is 
ſelf-exiftent, And yet it is true, that both the 


Son and the Holy Spirit is the /zpreme and ſelf 


exiſtent God, Becauſe there neither is ner can 
be a Plurality of Gods. a2 
Dr. Clark indeed ſays, pag. 243, Prop. xiv, 
that they are worthy of Cenſure, who affirm, that 
the Son is the ſelfrexiſtent Subſtance. But in cen- 
F 


ſuring 


19) Ejus, qui eſt, ad id quod eſt, cauſa Pater eſt, S. Hilar. 
16. 28, e 4 4 88. F 5 an. 1617. Pater cauſa eſt 
Filio ut ſit, Marius Victorinus Lib, 1 cont. Arium. p. 193. 
C D. Tom. iv. Bibl. PP. an. 1618. = ; 

(20) vxuv 76 A aarvite maTyl die S vncKtors 
Ts evai duTq@ Tov dino MigovTas, 76 J Ulm TV aguolsomy m7 
ly A,] In Epiſt. ad S. Alex. Byz. Tom. ii. Conc, 
Lab. 21. CD. a Gs 5 

(210 Non propter nature diverſitatem, que in Trinitate nulla eft, 
fed propter ipſam Aut horitutam ſolus Pater non dicitur miſſus. Lib. 
contra ſerm. Arianorum Cap. 4. p. 62). F. Tom. viii. Edit. 


Benedic. 


* 


* 2 | The Father alone is felſ-exiftent. WF 
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ſuring thus both Catholick Faith, and the fun- 
N — 1 ·˖[Ä2»2— of his own Church, 
the learned Doctor was ſomewhat too magi- 
ſterial. e 
For God both is and is not /elf-exi/tent, in 
regard to different Perſons. - The Father is /elf- 
exiſtent, becauſe he is God from no other. The 
Son and the Holy Spirit are not /elf-exiſtent, 
becauſe they are God from God. But, unleſs 
there be actually more Gods than one, both the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, is the /upreme and 
Jelj-exiftent God. They are God, who is e 
exiſtent, in the Father only. This is undoubt- 
edly a ſublime Myſtery, which could never have 
been certainly diſcover d by Reaſon alone. Tho 
Plato (perhaps by having convers'd with learned 
Jews, or by having read the Old Teſtament) 
ſaid ſomething like it. I/ it. ſhall be asR'd, ſays 
(23) Dr. Cave, whence Arius deriv'd theſe Noti- 
ons ſthat God was before he was a Father, &c.] 
Probable it is, he took the Hint from the Doctrine 
of the later Platon iſts, who at this Time govern'd 
the Schools at Alexandria. For altho the ancient 
Doctrine of the Platonick Trinity, aſſerting three 
divine Hypoſtaſes, the (24 rd, the (25) vs; 
er Moc, and the (26) N 4 wy eternal, neceſſa- 


45 


(22) Church of England, Art. i. In Unity of the Godhead 
#bere be three Perſons, of one Subſtance, Power, and Eternity, the 
Father, Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, See alſo Art. 24, and 5th. 


(23) In bis Apdſtolici, p. 250. Edit. 4th. 
24) Goodneſs. 


(25) Mind, or Word, 
(26, Soul or Spirits 


The Father alone is ſelfcexiſſtent. 35 


rily exiſtent, undeſtroyable, and in a manner in- 
finite, and which had a common vd (ov or Dei- 
ty; tho this Scheme, rightly ſtated, gave little, 
if any, Encouragement to the Principles of A> 
rius ; yet the Junior Platoniſts of that Time, out. 
of Spite to Chriſtianity (to which the old Scheme 
did too near approach) began to depart from the 
ancient Doctrine of Plato in this Matter, ftretch- 
ing the Differences, and gradual Subordination, 
which the elder Platoniſts had made among jt the 
Hypoſtaſes, into too wide a Diſtance. 

But a Trinity of diyine Perſons, each of 
which, tho not /elf-exiſtent, is neceſſarily 
exiſtent, and is the ſupreme and ſelf-exiſtent 
God; how incomprehenſible ſoever, is not a 
Contradiction, but a Myſtery only. Of which 
without Revelation, we could never have had 
any certain Knowledge. 

That there is one divine and /elf-exi/tenf 
Perſon, Reaſon informs us. Burt three divine 
Perſons, we know only by Faith. Reaſon tells 
us, that there is a Perſan, who is God from no 
other. And Faith teaches us, that there are 


two Perſons who are God from God, 


III. Is not this to grant, that the Word, God, 
has two Senſes; and that neither the Son, nor 
the Holy Spirit is Gad, in the higheſt Senſe of 
the Word, God? In Dr. Clarks Language, it 
is not. For when he denies the Son to be God, 
in the higheſt Senſe of the Ward, God; his 

e 
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Meaning is, that the Son is not the ſupreme 
God, and the ſame God with the Father. 

But the Word, God, ſignifies different Perſons, 
and by Conſequence has different Objects, when 
we ſpeak of God from no other, and of God from 
God. Theſe Objects are known in a different 
Manner: the t by Reaſon, the latter by Faith. 
God from no other is a Perſon, who is both divine 
and ſelf-exiſtent. God from God is properly, 
ſtrictly, and in the higheſt Senſe a divine, but 
not a /elf-exiſtent Perſon ; or a Perſon known, 
not by Reaſon, but by Faith and Revelation 
only. God from God is God properly, ſtrictly, 
and in the higheſt Senſe of the Word, God; be- 
cauſe he has the very ſame Godhead with the 
Father. But if you will needs have it, that 
God, as known by Reaſon, is God in the higheſt 
Senſe; and that God, as known only by Faith, is 
God in an inferior Senſe ; this ſeems to be either 
a verbal, or a logical Controverſy, in which Re- 
ligion is not concern'd. For I do not well ſee, 
what Buſineſs a Chriſtian has, either to fight for 
Logick, or to quarrel about Words. 


IV. The Word, God, frequently denotes a 
felf-exi/tent Perſon. 

As firſt, when a Philoſopher ſpeaks of God, 
or whenever we ſpeak of God, as known by 
the Light of Nature. 

- 2dly, In all ancient Prayers, or ancient Col- | 
les of the Church concluded with theſe Words, 
Through our Lord Jeſus Chrift thy Son, For 


2 
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Jeſus Chrift is not the Son of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
but of the Father only. 

34ly, When the Iſraelites ſpoke of God, to 
whom the Bleſſed Trinity was not known. 

But when we ſay, that the Son is God, and 
that the Holy Spirit is God; the Word, God, 
denotes a divine, but not a ſelf-exiftent Perſon. 

When we ſay, that the Bleſſed Trinity is God; 
the Meaning is, that the firſt Perſon is God from 
no other ; that the ſecond 1s God from the Fa- 
ther; and that the Holy Spirit is God from the 
Father and the Son. 
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Fourth CHAPTER. 


OBJECTIONS Arfwerd, 
Firſt OBJECTION. 


O Reaſon it appears to be a manifeſt 
Contradiction to ſay, that three Perſons 
are one and the ſame God. Theretore it 1s a real 
Contradiction: as it would be to affirm, that 
three Perſons are one Angel, or that three Per- 
ſons are one Man, | 


ANSWER, 
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ANSWER, 
I Anſwer firſt. To ſay, in the philoſophical 
F 


or vulgar Senſe of the Word, Perſons; that 

ee Perſons, or three intelligent Agents, are one 
and the ſame God, is a real and manifeſt Con- 
3 But, i the Word, Perſons, be un- 
derſtood in this Senſe (as Dr. Clark always takes 
it) it is not an Article of Catholick Faith. On 
the contrary, nothing can be more repugnant 
to it. For three divine Agents are evidently three 
Gods. A Doctrine, which the Catholic Church 
abhors. This is a direct and a complete Anſwer 
to the Objection. However, I ſhall make bold 
to add ſomething to it; 

And to anſwer ſecondly. If the Word, Per- 
ſons, be taken in the philoſophical and vulgar 
Senſe, for intelligent Agents; it is a real and ma- 
nifeſt Contradiction to ſay, that three Perſons 
are one Angel, or that three Perſons are one 
Man. For three human Agents are evidently 
three Men, and three angelical Agents are evi- 
dently three Angels. If the Word, Perſons, be 
not underſtood in this Senſe; it is not a plain 
Contradiction to ſay, that three Perſons are one 
Angel, or one Man. But we have no Reaſon 
to think the Propofition true; and may in Reaſon 
think it to be alſe and ' groundleſs. For what 

Grounds have I, either from Reaſon or Revela- 
_=_ to imagine, that three angelical or human 
— have « one undivided Nature? If theſe 
SGrounds 
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Grounds appear'd, the Blefſed Trinity would 
be only a reveaPd Truth, and not ſtrictly a 
Myſtery. | 

anſwer thirdly and laſtly. As God can 
certainly reveal whatever he knows; ſo we have 
Reaſon to beheve, that he knows many Things 
to be infallible Truths, many Things to be g- 
ble, and ſome Things to be Fact, of which if 
Philoſophy were to judge by natural Principles 
alone, it would think them to be no better, 
than real and manifeſt Contradictions: either by 
wanting proper, adequate, and clear Ideas of 
the Things themſelves; or by not knowing the 
neceſſary Premiſes from which they follow; or 
by a Miſtate concerning the Ideas; or by judg- 
ing of unknown Things by others which are 
known, How many demonſtrative Conclufions 
are there in Archimedes, in Euchd, and in Sir 
Iſaac Newton; which, if they were propos d 
to a Junior Mathematician without their due 
and neceſſary Premiſes, could appear to him t 
be nothing elſe, but plain Fallacies and Contra- 
dictions? Nor could he have any other Opi- 
nion of them, although he ſhould employ ten 
Years in their Study, if the due Premiſes were 
fo long out of Sight. Dr. Clark has an eſtabliſh'd 
Reputation, both in natural Philoſophy, and in 
the Mathematicks. Yet I may boldly fay, that 
he is ſtill, and always will be, a Junior Mathe- 
matician, in regard to God: that there are 
to the Doctor, as learned as he is, many un- 
known Premiſes, both in Nature, in the Ma- 
A thematicks, 
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thematicks, and in other Sciences : that he has 
many confus d Ideas, even of the moſt obvious 
Things, as of Matter, of Motion, of Time, of 
Place, of Thought, and of all the different Com- 
poſitions and Propagations of Animals, Plants, 
Flowers, and other Vegetables. Without clear 
Ideas we can be naturally and ſcientifically ſure 
of nothing. And yer there are but few Things 
in the Univerſe, of which our Ideas are clear. 
And how often are we miſtaken, in mixing and 
miſplacing our Ideas themſelves ? Is it not then 
the Hight of Impudence to imagine, that every 
Philoſopher is an infallible Judge both of what 
is impoſſible, and of what is poſſible? We 
know in general, what Poſſibility and Impoſſi- 
bility means: that all Things are poſſible, which 
do not imply a Contradiction; and that only 
thoſe are impoſſible, which do. But to ſay, 
that we can apply theſe Notions, by the Light 
of Nature, to all particular Objects without 
Danger of Error, and that we cannot miſtake 
infallible Truths for manifeſt Contradictions; 
is to ſay, that we can naturally take the Mea- 
ſure of God's Omnipotency, and that tho' he 
knows more Facts, than we do; yet meerly in 
regard to the Poſſibility and Impoſſibility of 
Things, our Knowledge is equal to his. But 
that Men, who ſcarce know any Thing, ſhould 
pretend thus, like Giants, to ſcale Heaven, and 
to place themfelves with Lucifer in the Seat of 
God, is a moſt outrageous Blaſphemy. And if 
a Junior Philoſopher or Mathematician, __ 
8 S 
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he is led, by a long Train and Chain of Con- 
ſequences, to know the due Premiſes of a de- 
monſtrative Concluſion, may in the mean Time 
reaſonably believe ſuch a Maſter as Euclid, or 
Sir Iſaac Newton was: why may not a Chri- 
ſtian, in regard to reveal'd Truths; reaſonably 
believe God; (1) il the Day-ſtar ariſe in our 
Hearts, and the neceſſary Premiſes be diſcover'd; 
from which all the infallible Truths of Chri- 
ſtianity are deriv d; tho ſome of theſe Truths, 
if human Philoſophy were to judge of them by 
natural Principles only, would appear to be real 
and manifeſt Contradictions? As the B. Trini- 
ty; Original Sin; the Incarnation of the Son 
of God, and our Redemption by his taking our 
Sins upon himſelf; that endleſs Puniſhments of 
Sin are conſiſtent with the divine Goodneſs; and 
that the permitting of Sin was conſiſtent with 
it; the Certainty of future Contingentsz the 
Confederacy between the free Will of Men, 
the Neceſſity of divine Grace for all Actions ten- 
ding to Salvation; and the Fore-knowledge of 
whatever we do freely, and of our eternal State: 
For we find by ſad Experience, that ſcarce any 
Thing is more uſual, than it is for Men; and 
even for Philoſophers, to err concerning the 
Poſſibility of Things, and to take infallible 
Truths for manifeſt Contradictions. But that we 
might not fall into this dangerous Precipice; 
that we might not (as Dr. Clark has done) ex- 
"> plain 

5 2 ——— 


2 (i) 3 Pets 1. v. 19. 
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plain away Faith, under a Pretence of making 
it more rational; the firſt Chriſtians were dili- 
gently fore-warn'd againſt all the Attempts of 
worldly Philoſophy. They were taught to 
eſteem all it's Batteries and Bulwarks, as human 
Inventions, romantick Forts, and Caſtles in the 
Air: and were train d up in the humble Diſci- 
pline of our Bleſſed Redeemer's Camp, for the 
pulling down of ſtrong Holds, for caſting down 
Imaginations [or vain Reaſonings A9 e 
and every high Thing that exalts itſelf againſt the 
Knowledge of God, and for bringing into Cap- 
tivity every Thought [or Underſtanding dr 
von ue] fo the Obedience of Chriſt. 2 Cor. x. v. 


= 

One Thing I muſt add, becauſe it is un- 
anſwerable. I mean, that thoſe, who pretend 
to know ſo very exactly the Extent of God's 
infinite Power, ſee and experience Things every 
Day, which, if they had not this Experience 
of them, they would have judg'd, by the natu- 
ral Prnciples of Reaſon and Philoſophy, to be 
evidently impoſſible. Of this Kind is fit, Mat- 
ter, or Quantity. 2dly, Local Motion. 3dly, 
The Productions, both of innumerable Sorts of 
Animals, and of Vegetables, by Seeds both ſo 
ſmall, and fo very unlike to the Things, which 
are produc'd by them. Which ſhews the pro- 
digious Folly and Pride of Philoſophers, who 
undertake to ſet Bounds to the Omnipotence 
and Knowledge of God, without knowing 4 
Priori the Poſſibility and Machiniſm of an a 


OBJECTIONS anfuwerd, a, 


a Fly, a Tulip, or a Grain of Sand: As 8. (2) 
Bafil rightly anfwer' d the proud Arian Eunomi- 
. For this Pride and Folly, it ſeems, was much 
too early, to be thought to be the Invention of 
our wicked Age. | | 

Philoſophy, if we were not ſure, by Experi- 
ence, of the Exiſtence of Bodies, might and 
would have concluded from natural Principles 
of Reaſon, that Bodies and Matter are a plain 
Contradiction. For how can a finite Extenfion 
conſiſt of infinite Parts, either really or virtu- 
ally diſtinct from one another? Yet Dr. Clark 
will grant, and even can demonſtrate, that eve 
Particle of Extenſion, how ſmall ſoever, conſiſts 
of infinite Parts, and that there are more Parts 
in the Point of a Needle, than there are Stars in 
the Heavens, Atoms in the Sun- beams, Sands on 
the Earth, and Drops in the Sea. But how can 
ſo many Extenſions be crouded into the Point of 
a Needle ? 

As to local Motion, how can any Part of it be 
made, be it ever ſo ſmall, without running over 
a Space of infinite Parts? And, in a finite Du- 
ration, how can infinite Parts be run over? Is 
not paſling over diſtinct Parts a virtual Nume- 
ration? And is it not impoſſible, to number 
infinite Parts? So that Matter and Motion, 
ſetting aſide Experience (that is, if we judge of 
them by — Priecigln only) will appear tq 
be no better, than mam ſeſt Contradictions, 
wana sac; a7 


| — 
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The ſame may be ſaid of all the innumerable 
Productions of all Animals, and all Vegetables. 
For none of theſe Productions can have it's Ef- 
fect, without a Reaſon. And who has ever yet 
been able to diſcover any Reaſon, why from the 
Seeds of an Oak, we thould rather have Oaks, 
than Elms, or Caſtles, or Ships, or Whales, or 
whatever elſe you pleaſe? And why the Leaves 
of an Oak might not be as fruitful, as it's 
—_— | 

Now if Experience can convince us, that 
many Things are poſſible, and happen daily, 

which to human Reaſon alone would other- 
wiſe appear to be manifeſt Contradictions: why 
may not Revelation be truſted in Caſes. of the 
like Nature? Why may not God, I ſay, be 
truſted, as well as his Creatures? Or can any 
Thing be more deteſtable, than the Folly and 
/ Pride of Philoſophers, who make that very 
Thing an Objection againſt Religion, which they 
would laugh at otherwiſe, on a thouſand Occa- 
fions? And who are ſo quick- ſighted, or rather 
ſo impudent, as to preſcribe to God, and to teach 
him what he can, or cannot either know or do; 
tho' they are as blind as Moles in the moſt or- 
dinary Effects of Nature. In theſe the Mercy 
of God has left us in the dark, that we may ne- 
ver preſume to ſearch into the Manner of his 
Being, or into the Extent of his Power; A Sub- 
ject which I have more fully treated, in the 
Rule of Faith, an. 1721, pag. 89, 90, 91, 92, &c, 


Prop, 2. | 
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Second OBJECTION. 


N? NE [no Perſon] i is good, but one, that is 
God, S. Mat. xix. v. 17. Therefore Chriſt 


is not the ſupreme God, or the fame God with 
the Father, 


ANSWER. 


H = 1110 Senſe of the Text may he 

] No Man is [in all Things, 
and ends bal but ONE, who is God. So 
the [2] Text, which is objected, proves directly 
che contrary to what Dr. Clark intended. 

If it be underſtood of the Father : the Mean- 
ing is, ſays Dr. (3) Clark, that the Father, as he is 
1 God of himſelf and underivd : 2 

e only is (qum-anaflty) the original, abſolute, 
undertyd Goop. By abſolute he means, I 
ſuppo ſe, Good from no other. 

And in another Place; [4] As the Son is Good, 
and the Spirit is Good; and yet of the Father 
tt is declar d, 2 6 xix. v. 17, that there is none 
good, but one (es one * that is God: 
becauſe he * ts the original, a Flute, underiu d 


Gund, As t he Son 15 aha 7 the Spirit Holy, 


b d o ad d i ele 85 
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and yet of the Father it is affirm'd in the Song 
of the Lamb, that He only is Holy, Rev. xv. v. 

becauſe he only 1s the unoriginated Fountain of 
Holineſs, ſays Dr. Clark. And in this very 
rightly. For no Perſon is good from himſelf, but 
the Father only. But if the Text be thus un- 
derſtood ; the Conſequence by no means follows 
from it. For God from God is either the /u- 
preme God, and the ſame God with the Father; 
or he is not. If he is; the N e is falſe. 
If he is not, and yet is God; he is an inferior 
God. For no Conſequence in Euclid is more 
demonſtrative than this: N 
| Chriſt is God. 

But he is not the /ame God with the Father, 

he is not the ſupreme God, N 
Therefore he is an inferior God. 
Again, | 
Chriſt is God. 

But he is not (according to Dr. Clark) the 
ſame God with the Father. 

Therefore Chriſt and the Father are #w9 
Gods. | 

And if this too be not a Demonſtration, there 
are none in Euclid. So that the Doctor's pi- 
ous Syſtem obliges Men to worſhip a Plurality 
of Gods: and to avoid fuch as are imaginary, 
leads them into real and manifeſt Contradi- 
ctions. | | 4 


In ſhort, either the Text, 8. Mat. xix. 17, is 


to be underſtood of the Father, or it is not. 
If it be, (as ſome ancient Writers underſtand it) 
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it does not favour the Doctor's Scheme. If it 
be not, it is evidently againſt it. I take no 


Notice here of a 7hird Expoſition of the Text 


(mention d above Chap. i. n. v.) which equally 
ſhews the Objection to be impertinent. 
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Third OBJECTION. 


Ccording to Dr. Clark, theſe Words ought 

to be underſtood of the Father only : 
Thou ſhalt (1) adore the Lord thy God, and him 
only ſhalt thou ſerve, S. Mat. iv. 10. S. Luke iv. 
8. Deut. vi. v. 13, 14. Deut. x. 20. Therefore 
Chriſt is not the ſupreme God, and the ſame 
God with the Father. 


ANSWER: 


Anſwer with Dr. (2) Clark, that as in Scrip- 
ture the Son is ſtild God; and yet at the 


ſame time the Father is call'd the one God, 1 Cor. 


vii. 6, Eph. iv. 6. and the only true God, S. 


John xvii. 3, becauſe he only is (Zurdeos) God 
, ſelf-exiſtent, and of himſelf : As the Son is ſtil d 


Lord 


— 
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is not the /ame God with the Father, is duch 5 


Y 5 N ©. that the Texr objected ought to he Oy 
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Lord of all, Acts x. 36. and yet at eh * 4 
time the Father is call] the only Lord God, Ss? 
Jude v. 4, becauſe he only is 2 by original. 
underivd Authority: As the Son is aim d o 
have in him all the Treaſures of Wiſdom and 
Knowledge, Col. ii. 3; and yet at the ſame time 
the Father is calf d God only wiſe, Rom. xvi. 
27, becauſe he only has Wiſdom unoriginated? Aly 
the Son has all Power both in Heaven and in 
Earth, S. Mat. xxviui. 18 ; and yet the Father 3s. 
til d the only Potentate, 1 Tim. vi. 15 ie ns 
he only has Power abſolutely and originally of 
himſelf : As the Son is immortal, and the Spirit 4 
immortal; and yet of the Father it is aſſerted, | 
that he only has Immortality, 1 Tim. vi. 16 
becauſe he only has it independent [he means, or”. 
ſhould mean original] and underiv'd - = = ſoy in; 
this Text, S. Mat. iv. 10, &c. wwe are taught, that. 
God only (bis Perſon) is to be sERVD and ware 
 ſhipp'd ; = yet at the ſame time it is 2 | 
and very conſiſtently declar d, Dan. vii. 14, lat 5 
to him (to the Maſſiab) was given Dominion and 
Glory, and a Kingdom, that all People and 
Nations - - - SHOULD SERVE HIM. Thus De. | 
Clark. But to infer from hence a Plurality 9 
Geds, or (which is the ſame Thing) that Chet 4 


Reaſoning, as common Senſe cannot W now I 
can Religion allow it, 


Mean time, I am not of the DoRar' 
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ew only one divine Perſon, we cannot doubt, 
but they underſtood it of a /ſelf-exi/tent Perſon, 
whom we call the Father, in regard to his 
conſubſtantial Son. But the God of Chriſtians 
15 the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. For 
Chriſtianity acknowledges theſe to be divine 
Perſons, and gives them divine Honour: They 
are truly and properly the one and only God, 
whom we ought to adore and ſerve, And, as 
one God, they are our Creator and Father. So 
chat there is nothing in the Text, which limits 
it to the e Perſon only. The ſame may be 
laid of many other Texts, above a hundred in 
the New Teſtament, which Dr. Clark, without 
any Reaſon, reſtrains to the Father alone. 
But the Words him only, S. Mat. iv. 10, ſays 


5 Dr. Clark p. 59, 60, do not ſignify his Nature, or 
* . Eſſence, but himſelf, Is PERSON. 

i They do not ſignify his Nature, or Eſſencei 
55 For divine Honour is not given properly to the 
** Godhead, but to God. But if three divine Per- 


; 0 ſons be one God, (as indeed they are) it is rightly 
= faid of this God, Thou ſhalt adore the Lord thy 


1 Gad, and IM ONLY ſhalt thou ſerve, For if 4 
5 inſtead of him only, you ſhould put them only; 4 
1 it would naturally imply falſe Doctrine, anadae .. 
" Plurality of Gods, And that God himſelf, in 

this Text, denotes a PERSON, and not THREB _—-- © {| 


PzRSoNs, is Dr. Clarks Miſtake, "oa 
By what Rule then muſt we know, Whether 
the Word, Gad, in any Paſſage of Scripture, de: 
ne eee, 
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The Rule is eaſy. This Title, God, may be 
always underſtood of three divine Perſons ; un- 
leſs there be ſomething in the Sentence, or in 
the Context, which ſhews it to have a reſtrain'd 
Senſe. Chriſt in the new Teſtament is frequently 
call'd, the Son of God. Chriſtian Religion tells 
us, that he is not the Son of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
nor of himſelf, nor of the Holy Spirit. So that 
when Chriſt is ſaid to be the Son of God; God, 
in this Sentence, denotes the firſt Perſon only. 

The firſt Verſe in 8. John's Goſpel gives two 
other Inſtances of this. When it is ſaid, he 
Word was God; God does not denote the B. 
Ttinity, but God the Word, or God the Son. 

Again, when it is faid, the Word was with 
God; God does not denote the Bleſſed Trinity, 
bur either the Father (as Dr. Clark rightly ſup- 
Poſes) or the H. Spirit, or both. For no Perſon is 
properly with himſelf. * 

So in theſe Words, the Spirit of God, 8. 
Mat. iii. 16; God does not denote the Bleſſed 
_— but either the Father, or the Son, or 

In theſe Words, the God of Abraham, and of 
Jaac, and of Facob, the God of our Fathers has 
glorify'd his Son Feſus, Acts iii. 13; God does 
- denote the Bleſſed Trinity, but the Father 

ONE, 
And in the ancient Prayers of the Catholick 
Church, altho there be nothing in the Prayers 
themſelves, which determines them to any of the 
divine Perſons, yet this Conclufion, Through 25 
Lor 


PPC CCC 


OxrJEcTIONS anſwerd, [15 
Lord Jeſus Chrift, thy Son, evidently ſhews, 


that they are addreſs d to che Father only. 


But when any Text of Scripture agrees to 
the Bleſſed Trini 2 you may lawfully under- 
ſtand it of the Father, without denyi * * 
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Of 
have in St. Athanaſius a remarkable 1 
approv'd by Dr. Clark both in his Scri — vn 
trine of the Trinity pag. 3, and in his Reply pa 
54. The Words of St. Athanaſius are Eg. 5 
When the Scripture ſays, the 25 is the 
God S. Mar. xi. 32, and that there is one Grd 
x Cor. viii. 4, and I am the firſt, and I am 
the laſt ; theſe things are well ſpoken. Fur he 
is the one God, and the only one, and the firſt, 
And yet theſe things do nat deſtroy the Divinity 
10 the Son. 


— — 
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Fourth OBJECTION. 


O divine Perſon, befides the Father, 
ought to be honour'd as ſelf-ext ent, 
and as the Origin of all divine Perfections in 
others. Therefore ſupreme Honour i is not due 


to Chriſt, 


ANSWER. 


HE Antecedent is true. But the Con- 
| ſequence does not follow; if Chriſt be 
the /ame God with the Father, as indeed he is. 
For thus I argue : 
Supreme Honour is due to the ſupreme 
God. 
But Chriſt is the ſupreme God. 
Therefore ſuprenie Honour is due to 
Chriſt. 

And whoever denies it, muſt of Neceſſity 
grant, either that Chriſtianity obliges us to 
worſhip a Plurality of Gods, and to give divine 
Worſhip to a Creature or chat Chriſt is not Goa, 
and that he cannot be worſhipp'd as God, or 
even be acknowledg'd to be truly God, without 
Tdolatry, From which it is impoſſible to ex- 
cuſe either the ancient or the modern Arians, 
And it is in this wicked, poiſonous, and blaſ- 
phemous Center, that all the Lame Lines 
pf Arianm meet. 


Thy 
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The Father then is the only divine Perſon 
which is to be honour'd as /elf-exiftent, and as 
the Origin of divine Perfections in the other 
wo. But both the Son and the Holy Spirit 
ought to be honour'd, as God from God, that is, 
with divine Honour, and with ſupreme Honour, 
as being the ſupreme God. 8 

But I/. Are there not two Sorts of divine 
Honour eſſentially due to every divine Perſon, 
and how are they call'd? 

2dly. Is not x tos a diſtinct divine Honour 
eſſentially due to each divine Perſon ? | 

3aly. Why then may there not be a higher 
and a lower k of divine Honours? | 

Theſe Queſtions, ſuppoſing the Belief of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, may be evidently reſolvd by 
common Senſe. | 

My Anſwer to the fir/# Queſtion is affirma- 
tive, that 7wo ſorts of divine Honour are eſ- 
ſentially due to each divine Perſon. For the 
Father is not only God, and therefore infinitely 
great in all his Attributes, as infinitely Wiſe, 
infinitely Good, infinitely Juſt, infinitely Pow- 
erful, Sc. but he is alſo God from no other, 
Great from no other, Wiſe from no other, 
Good from no other, Juſt from no other, 
Powerful from no other, &c. and is the Ori- 
gin of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. 
The Son is not only God, and therefore in- 
finite in all his Attributes, as in Wiſdom, Good- 
neſs, Juſtice, Power, Sc. but he is alſo Gd 
From God, and has all his Attributes, or infinite 


— 
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Perfections, from the Father, and is, with the 
Father, the Origin of the Holy Spirit. 

The Holy Spirit is not only God, and there- 
fore infinite in Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Juſtice, Pow- 
er, and all other abſolute Perfections of the 
Godhead : bur he is alſo God from God, and 
has all his Perfections from the Father and the 
Son. 

Two Sorts therefore of divine Honour are 
eſſentially due to each divine Perſon. The fir/t 
is common to the Bleſſed Trinity, and ma 
for that Reaſon be call'd abſolute : the ſecond is 

uliar to each Perſon, and may therefore be 
call'd relative or perſonal. 


To the ſcrond Queſtion, my Anſwer is alſo 
affirmative, if you ſpeak of PERSONAL or 
RELATIVE. divine Honour. For by Reaſon _ 
of the Godhead and it's abſolute Attributes 
(whether poſitive, as Wiſe, Good, Juſt, and 
Powerful; or negative, as infinite, immenſe, 
immortal, and inviſible) the sAME ABSOLUTE 


divine Honour is eſſentially due to each and all 
the divine Perſons. | 


To the 7hird Queſtion, if I muſt ſpeak pro- 
perly and ſtrictly, my Anſwer is negative. For 
a higher and lower Rank of divine Honour, 
ſtrictly ſpeaking, implies a Plurality of higher 
and lower Gods, which Chriſtianity does not 
allow. For as there is no God, but who is ſur 
preme : ſo there is na divine Honaur, or divine 
> b r : f Wer, ip 
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Worſhip, which is not ſupreme, and in the 
higheſt Degree of Worſhip. Nor is there in- 
deed any Difference, in the Propriety of Speech, 
berwixt an inferior divine Worſhip, and the wor- 


ſhipping of an inferior Deity. 
Fifth OBJECTION: 


B UT of that Day and that Hour no Man 

knows, nor the Angels, nor the Son, but the 
Father, 8. Mark xi. 32: my Father only, S. 
Mat. xxiv. 36. Therefore the Son knows not 


the Day of Judgment, and by Conſequence he 
is not the ſame God with the Father. 


ANSWER. 


Anſwer with Dr. Clark, in his Reply, p 
1 271, I think the Intention of our Saviour 
in this Paſſage is to declare, that as the Father 
alone is (aur ) God unoriginate and of him- 
ſelf; and (aue) the alone underiv'd Foun- 
tain of Goodneſs: - - and as be is alſo the alone 
Fountain of all Power, inſomuch that our Lord 
ſays concerning himſelf, the Son can do nothing 
of himſelf : /o he is liłewiſe the alone Fountain 
of all Knowledge, inſomuch that no one knows 
any thing, no not even the Son himſelf, but by 
Communication from him, | 2 


ehe cei auer 


| The Senſe therefore of the Text is « ly | 
this, that no Perſon, except the Father, 'knows 
the Time of the laſt Judgment from inſelf, 
S. Bal, quoted by Dr. Clark, in his Scrifturei 
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Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 134, 138, an{wes in 
| the ſame Manner, Epiſt. 391, to S. Amphiltehi- 
4 us. So that the Conſequence in the Obyectia ia 
utterly falſe. 3 
E 
| | eee 


4 | Sixth OBJECTION. © +$ 


=_  - V Father is greater than I, S. John iv, 3 
1 . 28. Therefore Chriſt is not the ſus © 
= preme God. - 


ANSWER. 


T is evident, that theſe Words of 
without offering any Violence to che Text, 
may be underſtood of our Bleſſed; Saviour, as 
bs Man. For he is ſpeaking of his AſcenGan to 
| | 4 Heaven. And it is plain, that he did not aſ- 

= cend to Heaven as God, but as Man only. 
4 In this Senſe theſe Words, My . Father .is ©: 
x greater than J, are underſtood by S. Athanas * 
= us, or the Author of the Treatiſe concerning (1) 
J « | Ie 
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| the Incarnation ; by S. (2) Baſil, Epiſt. 147; by 


8. (3) Hilarius, Lib. ix. de Trinitate; by a Ca- 
tholick Synod at (4) Paris, an. 360 or 361; by 
8, (5) Ambroſe, and by the (6) Council at A3u- 
Leia, an. 381, in which he was preſent; by 8. 
(7 Auguſtin ; by S. (8) Leo; by S. (9) Cyril of 
Alexandria ; and by S. (10) Fulgentius. 

Hence the Creed (which we commonly call 
8. Athanaſius's, becauſe it agrees with his Princi- 
ples) ſays, that the Son, as 10 his Godhead, is 
equal to the Father; and, as to his Manhood, is 


Teſs than the Father, 


But whether the Son in his higheſt Capacity, 
conſidering meerly his Origin from the Father, 
is /e/s than the Father, or not; is a Queſtion, in 
which Catholick Faith is not concern d. An- 
cient Divines held commonly the negative. 
And I do not ſpeak only of ſuch, as writ before 
the Nicene Council; as of (11) Origen and 8. 
(12) Fuſtin: but even of thoſe, who were fi 
I mo 


? 
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) p. 219 | 
_ a) A Conc. Labb. p. 822 4 B. 


JL. 4. de Fide. Cay. 7. & Lib. 5. Caps 8. pag. 134 C. 
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66) T. 2. Conc. Lab. p. 994 CD. 


) Lib. 1. de Trin. Cap. vii EP xi. Sect. 22. 
G Ep xiv, 2 Cap. iv. in ſine. & Serm. 75. 
v. p. 244, & 160. 


Cap. 
55 Lib. x. in an. Tom. 4. p. 846 & ſeq. 
1 


o) Lib. de Fide ad Petrum. Cap. xvi. p. 494. 
(11) Lib. vil. yon hes 7 934 
| 12) In Apologia ad Imperat. 
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moſt zealous Aſſertors of Catholick Doctrine 
againſt the Arians; as S. Alexander, S. Atha- 
nafius, S. Baſil, S. Gregory Nazianzen, S. Hila- 
rius, S. Chryſoſtom, Marius Viftorinus, 8. Au- 


guſtin, S. Cyril of Alexandria, S. Tobn Damaſ- 


cen, and even the Council at Sardica, an. 347, 


if the Profeſſion of Faith which (13) T heodoret 
and other Hiſtorians attribute to this Council, 


be genuine, as Dr. (14) Clark ſuppoſes it 


to be 


8. Alexander (the excellent Prelate of Alex- 
andria, who firſt condemn'd Arius) writing to 
his Name-ſake of Byzantium, ſays, that the 
Son is perfect like the F. her, and (15) inferior 
to him only in this, that te Father is unbegotten, 
as eur Lord himſelf has taught us, ſaying, 
My Farther is greater than 1. 

8. Athanaſius in his fir# Diſcourſe againſt 
the Arians, ſays : The Son has the ſame Nature 
with the Father. For which Reaſon the Son 
himſelf did not ſay, My Father is (16) more ex- 
cellent [or better] than I; Mat no one might 
fuſpet? him to be of a different Nature; but 
he ſaid, He is greater, not by Excellence, or 
Time, but becauſe be is begotten of the Fa- 
ther. ; 


8. Baſil, 


ir _— __—_—_ —_ * 
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(13) Lib. 2. Hiff. Cap. vi. p. 595, 597. 
(130 Script, Doct. p. 143. vt 2d. 


(15) Mor τ &avviile Aermouerey ixoiyu. Tome 2. Cons. 
Labb. poo. 21 A. 


(16)xg67] ve Edit. Bened. Se. 58. p. 462 E. 
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8. Bafil, in his firſt Book againſt Eunomius, 
ſays: According to the Order of Cauſes [by 


to thoſe Things which iſſue from them ; we 2] 


that the Father (17) has à Preeminence above 
the Son; but not by a Diverſity of Nature, nor 
by a Precedence of Time. 

For, becauſe the Son proceeds from the Father, 
ſays (18) he, the Father in this is greater, that 
he is the Cauſe and the Origin. 

And in the third Book he grants, that the 
Son 1s ſecond in (19) Order after the Father, 
becauſe he is from him; and in (20) Dignity, 
becauſe the Father is the Origin and Cauſe of his 
Being. 

8. Gregory Nazianzen ſays: (21) Is it not 
therefore plain, that the Word, greater, muſt be 
referr'd to the Cauſe; and the Word, equal, 7g 
the Nature? 

For the Word, greater, ſays (22) he, is not 
to be referr d to the Nature, but to the Cauſe, 

And, if we believe Dr. Clark, in his Reply, 
p. 172, S. Gregory Nazianzen was ſo very po- 
fitive, that the Father is greater than the Son 
in his higheſt Capacity, that he thought he 

. Opinion, 


— ——— — 
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which Word the Greeks mean Principles 4 
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(17) TeoTerd'y At. Tom. i. 2. 720 CD. 
(18) Ibid. p. 724. 

(19) ge. p. 751 D. 

(20) Amn. Ib. 

(21) Orat. xxxvi. p. 582 A B. 

(22) Orat. xl. page 669 BC. 


60 OBJECTIONS after d. 


Opinion, which underſtands the Text of Chriſt 
as Man, is of no great Moment. | 

But this is only a Miſ-tranſlation of S. Gre- 
gory's Words, viz. (23) To affirm that the Fa- 
ther is greater than the Son, conſider d as Man, 
is true, but no great Matter. For what won- 
der is it, that God ſhould be greater than a 
Man? But inſtead of ſaying, it is true indeed, 
but no great Thing, or no great Matter : the 
Doctor makes him ſay, it is true indeed, but of 
no great Moment: which quite alters the Senſe. 
For it is certainly no great, or ſurpriſing, Thing 
fo ſay, that Ged is greater than Man. And yer 
this may be the true Senſe of the Text, S. John 
xiv. 28. For the Scripture does not always tell 
us that which is range, but that which is 
true. And if the literal Senſe of theſe Words, 
My Father is greater than J, be only this, 
My Father is greater than Jas Man (as it may 
be, altho' we ſuppoſe S. Gregory's Words to be 
true) will Dr. Clarꝶ ſay, that this Senſe of the 
Scripture is of no great Moment? 

Beſides, I might here object the Doctor's 
Authority againſt himſelf. For in his Scrip- 
ture-Doctrine, p. 144, he had tranſlated the 
Words of S. Gregory Nazianzen right. 


S. Hilarius 


5 
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8. Hilarius ſays: [24] The Father therefore 
is greater than the Son, and truly greater, who 
by a ſacred Nativity, gives him to be the Image 
of Self-exiſtence. 

And in his Words, quoted by Dr. Clark in 
his Scripture-Doctrine, p. 143: Who will not 
acknowledge, that the Father is greater than the 
Son; he who is unbegotten, than he who is be- 
gotten ; the Father, than the Son? 

S. Chryſoſtom ſays : If you would have it, that 
the Father is greater, becauſe he is the Origin 
of the Son [25] in this we ſhould not contradict 
01. | 
: Marius Victorinus, a Roman Orator, wh 
writ near the End of Conſtantiuss Reign, ſays: 
2 6] But the Father 1s greater, becauſe he gave 

im all Things, and is the Cauſe of his Being. 
8. Auguſtin, in a Diſcourſe which he made 
before a numerous Aſſembly of Biſhops, an. 393, 
ſays: It is writ, the Father is greater than I, 
[27] partly becauſe the Son took upon him human 


Nature 


— 


— 


[24] Major itaque Pater Filio eft, & plane major. — qui in- 
naſcibilitatis eſſe imaginem ſacramento nativitatis impertit. L. ix. 
de Trin. p. 221 C. 

[25] Hom. 75 in Joan. | 

[26] Sed major Pater, quod ipſe dedit ipſi omnia, & cauſa eſt 
10% Filio ut fit, Lib. 1. con. Arianos. Tom. 4. Bibl. PP. p. 
193 CD. „ 

[27] Partim propter adminiſtrationem ſuſcepti hominis, — par- 
tim propter hoc, quia filius patri debet quod eſt; hoc etiam debens 
2 Patri, quod eidem patri aqualis aut par eſt: pater autem 
20 5 * quicquid eſt. Lib. de Fide & Symbolo. Cap. ix. 
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Nature - - fartly becauſe he owes his Being to 
the Father, and owes even this to the Father, that 
he is equal to him: but whatever the Father is, 
he owes to no one. 

8. Cyril, Biſhop of Alexandria, ſays: The 
Son therefore, being equal to the Father in Ei 
ence, and like him in all Things, calls him grea- 
ter [28] as ſelfgexiſtent (which the Son is not) 
upon this Account only, that he proceeds from the 
Father. | | 
S8. John Damaſcen : [2 al If we ſay, that 

the Father 1s the Origin of the Son, and that he 
is greater; we do not mean, that he is before the 
Son, either in Nature, or in Time - - = or in any 
Thing elſe, but that he is the Cauſe ; that is, be- 
cauſe the Son 1s begotten by the Father, and not 
the Father by the Son. 

In the Profeſſion of Faith, which many 
Writers by Miſtake attribute to the Council of 
Sardica, we read: Nor does any one ever deny 
the Father to be greater than the Son; not be- 
cauſe he has [30] another Subſtance, or for any 
Difference, but becauſe the Name of Father 1s 
greater than that of Son. And here the Rea- 
der may judge, whether Dr. Clark, who ſup- 
poſes theſe Words to have been writ by the 

| great 
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[2] ws araeyor. Lib. xi. Theſ. Tom. 5. Par. 1. p. 85 E. 

[29] Lib. I, Fidel Orthodoxæ. Cap. ix. P · 32. 
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eat Council at Sardica, had not Reaſon to 
omit (as he does) the firſt Part of the Period, 
which overthrows his Syſtem. But was this 
dealing fairly with an Engliſh Reader, who 
could know no more of the Council of Sardica, 
than Dr. Clark was pleas'd to quote and to 
tranſlate for him? An honeſt Engliſb Rea- 
der, I believe, will ſay, No. But this only by 
the Way. 

When our modern Divines therefore ſay, 
that the Son 1s equal to the Father, not only 
in the Godhead, and in all abſolute Perfections, 
but even in all which are Perſonal and Re- 
lative : the firſt Part of this Aſſertion relates to 
Faith, the ſecond to their Opinion only. But 
Catholick Faith alone is what I pretend to ex- 
amine, not the Opinions of School-men. 

What the Objection infers, viz. Therefore 
Chrift is not the ſupreme God, is utterly falſe. 
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Seventh OBJECTION. 


HRIST is never call'd in the Scripture 
5 04%, but only 8&5. Therefore he is not 
the ſame God with the Father. 


ANSWER. 
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ANSWER: 


F the Scripture allow'd two Gods; the Ob- 
ſervation, if true, might prove, that Chriſt 
is the inferior God. But if dee and 6 Qed, in 
the Scripture, ſignifies (as it does) the very ſame 
God; it is evident, that Chriſt, whether he be 
0:3; or & Beds, is the ſupreme God. Nor is there 
any thing in Euchd more evident than this, 
The Objection therefore does not prove, that 
Chriſt is not the ſupreme God. And he muſt 
have no great Depth of Thought, who can 
be led into Error by ſuch a trifling Argu- 
ment. 
For Articles in Greek have no more Force, 
than they have in Engliſh, and ſometimes leſs. 
The God and God (which are only different 
Mays of expreſſing the fame Thing) are equal 
to the utmoſt Difference betwixt 5 fe& and 
dec. There is more Emphaſis in the firſt; 
but there is as much Godhead in the ſecond. 
And what would you think of him, who ſhould 
argue in this Manner : 
The Father is the God, the Son is God; 
But there is only one God ; 
Therefore the Son is not ſupreme God ? 
For my Part, I could have no other Opinion 
of him, but that he had loſt his Wits, as well 
as his Religion, Yet this is the Argument, on 
which our Adverſaries lay ſo much Streſs. San- 
dius thought it invincible : Mr. hi/ton thinks 
N 
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it invincible. And ſo does Dr. Clark; in his 
Anſwer to the Author of ſome Conſiderations, 
pag. 281, tho the Remarks of Origen, and Eu- 
ſebius, on the Greek Article, have nothing in 
them, which can be juſtly cenſur'd; 

Origen does not fay, that the Son, in the 
Scripture, is never call'd & dee; but only that 
6 8:%g does of itſelf, (1) more properly denote the 
Father. In which Remark Euſebius agrees 
with him, in his fourth Book againſt Marcel- « 
lus, Cap. xvii. But will it follow from hence; 
that there are two Gods, and that Chriſt is nor 
the ſame God with the Father ? 

S. Chryſoſtom was as ſincere, as Dr. Clark; 
And yet he (2) maintains, with Reaſon, that 
the Son is call'd ö 84%; in many Places of the 
SCripture. | 

As firſt by S. Thomas, in his humble Addreſs 
to him, S. Jo. xx. 28, My Lord; and my God; 
6 wes ws, #, 6 085 pus; Our bleſſed Saviour; 
upon the Croſs, had addreſs d himſelf to his 
Father in the ſame Words, (3) 65 0:55 us, 5 beds 
us. And it is the common Addreſs of David 
to God, as (4) ö S, ws, x, ö bil; ww: And 
(5) xbele 5 Obs pou „ 6 06g ms, x, 6 _ 

| et 


＋— 


. 8 _ 
. — 
* r' Et» 1 
— — my 


(1) x vet e, in van. pag. 46. Edit. Huetii. 

(2) Tom. iv. p. 442. Edit. Eton. & paſſim alibi. 

(3) S. Mar. xv. 34. 

(4) P/. D. V. 2» | a 

(5) Pf. vii. v. I. 3. 6. Pſ. ix. v. 12. Pſ. xil. v, 4. See Aſc Eſ. 
Lxi. v. 1. 2. Pſe xæxiv. v. 2. 22. Pſ. xxvi. v. 9. Pf. xxviis vs t- 
Pf. xxix. v. 2. 12. Pf. xxx. v. 57 9 

(6) F/. xxxive v. 23. 
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£45; u: Not to mention other Inſtances with- 
out End. I will only add, that both Mr. (7) 
Whiſton and Dr. (8) Clark grants, that S. Tho- 
mas ſpoke of our Bleſſed Saviour. So does (9) 
Euſebius; and it is plain from theſe Words of 
S. John, And Thomas anfwer'd and ſaid uN ro 
HIM, My Lord and my God. 

To this Dr. Clark anſwers, in his Reply p. 67, 
that 5 Pos ps 75 quite a different Thing from 
6 Buds abſolutely, 

Yes. It differs as much, as the God, who 
redeem'd us, and the God of an Apoſtle, differs. 
Dr. Clark thinks, that the Greek Article, by 
this Addition, loſes it's Force. But S. Chryſe/tom, 
who was better acquainted with the Beauries, 
Graces, and Force of the Greek Language, was 
of the contrary Opinion. And I humbly con- 
ceive, that all Grecians, beſides Dr. Clark, will 
think, that the Greek Article, in the Pfalms, 
has the very ſame Energy, whether we read, 
Fudge them God, xelro dures 5 Bite, or Riſe my 
God, evi nd ==6 bog As. Nor does the Arti- 
cle, in this Example, and in S. Chriſoſtom's O- 
pinion, loſe it's Force, becauſe the Nominative 
Caſe is put for the Vocative. For this is only a 
Fancy. And whatever Title you can truly 
give to a Perſon, by putting the Nominative 
Caſe 


— * — 5 


(7 Prim. Chriſt. T. 10. p- 86. 

(8) Script. Doc. Chap. ii. u. 537. : 

(9) Japss da, e enuns: x; de aurhy, Y Eẽ,Lỹ imryogr 
D Aku. Lib. iv. con. Marcellum. Cap. vii. pag. 11 1. B C. 
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Caſe for the Vocative; you may certainly give 

him, if you pleaſe, by putting the Nominative 
Caſe for itſelf; as if S. Thomas had ſaid, & gu 
6 x9 lbs u, 2, ö ee A. Nor could our Bleſ- 
ſed Redeemer have been truly call'd “he God of 
an inſpir'd Apoſtle ; if he could not be truly 
call'd the God, whom we ought to adore, 


2dly, He is call'd 6 8:0 by S. Paul, Heb. i. v. 
8, from Pſ. xliv. v. 7, Thy Throne, O God, is for 
ever and ever, ò 1G. c 6 beòs eig TY d Ts 
ain. 

To this Dr. Clark ſays, (Io) that ò fc; is put 
for the Vocative Caſe : Which has been an- 
ſwer d already. For it would be ſomewhat 
ſtrange, if the Nominative Caſe could ſtand for 
the Vocative, and could not ſtand for itſelf : 
I mean, if it ſhould denote a Perſon, whom it 
could not ſignify in the Nominative Caſe. 

But the Doctor has ſtill a Reſerve. For it 
ought not to be conceal'd, ſays he, that the Words 
[Thy Throne, O God, is, Sc.] may with equal 
Propriety, both from the Greek and the Hebrew, 
be alſo thus render d [God is thy Throne] that is, 
God is the Support of thy Throne, &c. 

And it ought not, I think, to be conceal'd, 
that this Interpretation, as far as I am able to 
judge, has all, both Greek and Latin Fathers, 
againſt it; and was never held, I believe, by 

K 2 any 


— * n —_— 
» — Y 8 


— — —ä— * — * — A 1 
% 


(10) Scrip. DoF, p. 77: 
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any Catholick whatever. So that it has, in 
fome Degree, an univerſal Tradition againſt 
it, 

I infiſt in particular, that the Word here, 5 
dess was underſtood of the Son, by S. (11) 2 
tin, by S. Ireneus, Lib, ui. Cap. vi, by Laclan- 
tius, Lib, iv. Inſtit. Cap. xiii, by the Catholick 
Biſhops, who condemn'd Paul of Samoſata, T. 
I. Conc. Labb. p. 845 AB, by (12) Origen, by 
(13) Euſebius, and by 8. (14) Chrv/o/tom, not to 


mention others. 


3dly, He is call'd 5 00 by the Angel Gabriel, 
S. Luke 1. v. 16, 17 ; Many of the Children of 72 
rael ſhall he [John the Baptiſt] turn to the Lord 


_ God &m ve tov Toy heb autor, and be ſhall 
£0 8 him | Jeſus their Lord and their W in 


he Spirit and Power of Elias. 


Athly, He is call'd 6 07g by S. Matthew, Ch. 
1. 23, They ſhall call his Name ne which, 
being interpreted, is God with us, wel” nu 6 


Deos. 
Dr. Clark anſwers, in his Seriptare-DeSrins 


b. 775 that the Name 3 God with u 
| Fa, = 


"x 


(11) Dial. cum Tryph.p. 277. C D. Ed. Colon. 1686. 

(12) Lit. I. con. Celſum p. 43. Edit. Cantabr. 

(13) Lib. i. Hiſt. Eccl. Cap. iv. Lib. iii. con. Marc. Cap. 4. 

98. D. 

(14) 1% mzAu1v 70, 6 heb, pre 7% vs agg. Serm. iii, 4d Hur. 
N. iv. Edit. Eton. p. 442. ) 
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and Jehova-Tſidkènu God our Righteouſneſs, 
Jerem. xxxili. 16, and the like, prove nothing 
more in Point of Argument, than even the Names 
of Places, Jehova-Jireh Gen. xxii. 14, Jehova- 
Shammah Ezech. xlvin.. 35, Jehova-Shalom 

Judges vi. 24, Jehova-Niſſi Exodus xvii. 15, 
Sc. 

But I cannot be of the Doctor's Opinion. 
Moſes call'd his Altar Exod. xvii. 15, The Lord 
is my Banner, or as Dr. Clark reads the ſacred 
Name, Fehova-niffi, Gideon call'd his Altar, 
The Lord is Peace Judges vi. 24. FJeruſalem is 
call'd by the Prophet, God is our Righteouſneſs 
Jerem. xxxili. 16; and God is there Ezech. 
xIviii. 35. Abraham's Hill is call'd, The Lord 
will ſee Gen. xxii. 14. In all which there is a 
viſible Metaphor. For Altars, Cities and Hills 
are not properly God. But in this Name Em- 
manuel, or God with us, there is no Metaphor 
at all. For Jeſus Chriſt is literally what the 
Name fignifies. And here too he is call'd 56 
940g. See Biſhop Pearſon on the Creed, p. 130, 
Ed. 4. 


5thly, He is call'd 5 0:05, or fm 7avrwr beg 
Rom. ix. 5, who is over all, God bleſſed for ever 
6 av im fr 0:0; wAomrl; eig Ts afava;. See 
I Jo. v. 20. 

Dr. Clark, in his Reply, p. 67, tells us, I could 
never find the Title 6 0%; given abſolutely to any 
other Perſon [beſides the war! either in the 
Scripture, or in any Writer before Origen, or 
| in 
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in Origen himſelf, or in any Writer after O- 
rigen. 

That the Doctor was not over- fortunate in 
the Scripture, we have ſeen already. We hall 
now fee, what his Exactneſs was in other Wri- 


ters. 


6thly, He is calld 1 abſolutely d 5 8:0; by S. 1g- 
natius, a Diſciple of the Apoſtles, and Biſhop 
of Antiach, who ended his Life by a glorious 
Martyrdom at Rome, within ſeven Years after 
the Death of S. Yohn the Evangeliſt. For he 

ins his Letter to the Church at Smyrna in 
theſe Words: I glorify God Feſus C brift, who 
has given you ſo much Wi dom, (15) TEL ”) 
Ind Xe 150» Ty eb, TOv &rws U oppure. 
See allo his Letter to the Epheſans, & xvi. p. 
16. And his Letter to the Romans, & iii. vi. 


pag. 27, 29. 


thly, He is abſolutely call'd 5 Od; by 8. Ju- 
tin, a Chriſtian Philoſopher, who ſuffer'd Mar- 
tyrdom at Rome, about the Year of Chriſt 167. 
For in his Dialogue with Trypho he fays, (16) 
The Word of Wiſdom, which Word is itſelf 6 heòs, 


being 


— 


— —— ſ—D—w———ů— c—2ꝛ 


(15) In Epiſt. genuin. a Joan. Clerico editis, Inteverp · Tom. 2+ 
Apo ftolic. Patrum pag. 34. 

(16) wagrveiios NN wor 6 A Ths welas, durds dy ir 
0 <4 d Ts mT0%G mw Aw -nheis. 7. 284 CD. Colon. 
1 


OBJECTIONS aſider d. 71 
being begot by the Father of all Things, will bear 


me Witneſs. 

Again, Of Chrift, ſays (17) he, it is ſaid in 
the forty fixth Pſalm, God 6 Se is gone up 
with Shouts of Joy : - - -- For God 6 9 1s 
the King of all the Earth; - - - God 5 Sed; has 
reign'd over the Nations ; God 5 Ses fits on his 
holy Throne, &c. 

And pag. 282 E, You ſee that he, whom Mo- 
ſes call an Angel, who ſpoke to him in a Flame 
of Fire, being himſelf God, tells Moſes, that he 
15 6 Beds the God 0 Abraham, and of Iſaac, and 
of Jacob. 

Page 345 AB, he calls, in the ſame Sentence, 
both the Father and the Son Toy Sev. 2 1 Hy TH » 
beg & a rode N dur © Yebs T5 Ces A 


dee alſo page 3 56. 
Schly, He is abſolutely call d ; Sebg by 8. 


Trenæus Lib. iii. Cap. xxili. $40; wv A 
ehe. Which Words are alſo quoted by Eu- 
ebius Lib. v. Hiſt, Eccleſ. Cap. viii. 


Ir 


gthly, He is abſolutely call'd à Sg by S. Cle- 
ment of Alexandria: Taft and fee, ſays he, that 
Chrift is God, (18) dn yet 8 See. 

He ſays that 8. John tk the Word, who ts 
God, (19) rb Seb Ty AU K. A. This, 


————— 


1 KK» 


— — 


(17) d Hadaauan nννðx s L LaAαν 65 739 x eis d 
due dera. . . A · pag. 255 D 

(18) In ad monit. ad Gentes. page 56 C. 

(19) Lib. 1 Pædag. cap. v. p. 92 4. 
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This, ſays he, is God, the Word our Teacher 
[20] $705 sg ; Je05, 5 AN, 3 5. And 
e wants nothing, ſays he, who has the omni potent 
God the Word, my ra le $01 A0yor, L. 
ii. Pad. C. vii. p. 236 D. 

He ſays, that God, who is the Cauſe of all 
his Creatures, hates none of them. [2 1] Neither 
does the Word, for both are the ſame God, &y 
ap A⁰j, ü Fes, Which Words were ſo very 
— to Dr. Clark, that in his Reply, page 
67, he accuſes him, without any Reaſon, of 
making the Father and the Son to be hut one 
and the ſame Perſon. See alſo the Words of 
Caius, in his Book intitled, The little Labyrinth 
apud Euſeb. Lib. v. Hiſt. Eccleſ. Cap. xxviii. p. 
197 A. Edit. Vales. 


rothly, He is call'd abſolutely; Sed; by 8. 
Hippolytus, Biſhop and Martyr, who writ about 
the Year 222. In his Sermon on Elcana and 
Anna, he ſays, that [22] Cbriſt, who is God,: 
eds, was ſacrific d for us. 

And writing againſt Noetus : * 3] 75¹5, ſays 
he, is God 5 Sed, who was made Man for us. 


x ithly, 


- * 0 1 * 


——_— 
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t1thly; He is call'd 5 9:d; abſolutely by O- 
rigen. | 

As (24) 5 905 Inge Jeſus who is God 

And (25) He ſent his Son who is God, ad 9edy- 
ov Vid fe pales. en 

And (26) Jeſus, who is God, will forſake them, 
x et 5 Seb 5 Inc. 

So he ſays, (27) The Word, who is the immor- 
tal God, ò 4Saver@., Ye; N. And in the 
very fame Page, Our God was transfigur d, ues 
TYogptIn 6 Fel; N | 

And (28) 6 Sd; Avg; is a common Expreſſion 
with Origen. 


12thly, He is call'd 5 9:0; by S. Dionyſus of 
Alexandria: For the Lord God, ſays he, roſe 
again, ò 2&2 xe . 5 B05 - === avsn, in Epiſt. 
ad Paulim Samoſ. Tom. 1. Conc. Lab. p. 153 
BC. | 


_ Laſtly, Why S. Chry/ſo/tom, and other Greek 
Writers, who believ'd that the Son is call'd 5 
eos in the Scriprure, ſhould be afraid of giving 
p L him 


— 1 
8 2 * a. 


— 


- we — 
* — — — 
— — 
— 


(24) Lib. vi. con. Celſum. p. 321. 

(25) Ibid. p. 323. 2 

(26) Lib. viii. con. Cel. p. 418. 

(27) Lib. iv. con. Cel. p. 170. | | 3 

(28) In Libris con. Cel. p. 318. 322. 323. 325. 902. Fd. Cau- 
tab. Item in Joan, Ed. Hutt. p. 8 E. p. 19 4B. p. 47 E, p. 43 
BC. p. 49. C D. p. 63 4 B — E, p. 110 B. p. 413 C. 
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him this Title, it will be hard enough for Dr. 
Clark to aſſign us a good Reaſon. Unleſs they 
were afraid of imitating the Scripture. Bur 
of this more than enough has been ſaid al- 
ready. 


$$$+$$$$24$$74$254+ ++ $44$$25 4+ 
Eighth OBJECTION. 


O ſay, that the Son and the Holy Spirit 
1 are the ſame God with the Father, is 
1ſt, to deſtroy the Being of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit. 


2dly, It is to fall into the Error of the Sabel- 
lians and Patripaſſians. 


3dly, It is to contradi&t the Nicene Council, 
by which the Son was only defin'd to be - 


=, not t, or Terms To maT ER. 


ANSWER 


HE jr/ Accuſation is againſt common 

Senſe. For do I deſtroy the Being of 

the Son and of the Holy Spirit, becauſe I ſay, 

that both the Son and the Holy Spirit has an 
infinite Being? 

The ſecond is a manifeſt Calumny. For do 

I hold, that the Son is the Father, that the 

Holy 
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Holy Spirit is the Father, and that the Father 
was crucify'd ; who believe it to be an Article 
of Chriſtian Faith, that the Son is not the Fa- 
ther, that the Holy Spirit is neither the Father 
nor the Son, that the Father was not cru- 
cify d, but the Son only; and that it is impious 
to queſtion any Part of this? 

The Fhird is a notorious Miſtake. For who- 
ever denies a Plurality of Gods, and yet ſays, that 
the Son is conſubſtantial with the Father, ma- 
nifeſtly implies, that he is zhe ſame God with 
the Father. 

If Dr. Clark's Treutogoioy and wworogoms mean, 
that the Son is the ſame Perſon with the Father ; 
they are heretical Terms. If they only mean, 
that the Father and the Son, tho' different Per- 
ſons, are not different Gods; I am not fo v 
ſharp, as to diſcover any Poiſon or falſe Doctrine 
in the Caſe, 


Ninth OBJECTION. 


EE Son is not d. Therefore he 
is not the ſame God with the Father. 


L 3 ANSWER 


9. 


7b OBJECTIONS anſwer'd, 


ANSWER. 


; HE Son is not God from no other (which 
the Word ard e may ſignify) but 
God from God, as the Nicene Council has de- 
clar'd. 
But av-rz24G., and other Words of the like 
Compoſition, may have a milder Signification, 
and may imply nothing repugnant to the Son, 
For Origen writing againſt Celſus, ſays : Know, 
that this Feſus, whom we believe to have been 
God from the Beginning, and the Son of God (1) 
zs Reaſon 1tjelf, Wiſdom itſelf, and Truth itſel}. 
And, in another Part of the ſame Treatiſe : He 
7s Reaſon itſelf, ſays (2) he, and Truth itſelf, and 
even Wiſdom itſelf. Or, as he expreſſes it in the 
fifth Book, he is 6 @vraAvyG , 2, „; 2uToo0;12, x, 
I eroWangur. In another Place he ſays, he 
is (3) the POWER ITSELF of God, auroSvvepus 
bes. 


— . — 


— — 


(1) FO 6 aunaty © 6, g 1 avnmgin, x 1 avnarita, 
Lib. ith. p. 135. | 
' (2)654r 6 avnaby ©, I 1 aunannlut, tn d xal ; duno* 
giz Lb. vi. par. 3 9. = = 
"124 rn $ar-46 D) Be, Hu, 


Tenth 
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Tenth OBJECTION. 


LL Honour is to be given ultimately to 
the Father. Therefore the Son is not 
hs ſame God with him. 


ANSWER 


A S the whole Trinity made us, ſo the whole 

Trinity is in reality both the End of our 
Creation and the Jaſt End of whatever we do, in 
the Service and the honouring of God. For 
divine Honour cannot, without Uſurpation, Sa- 
crilege and Idolatry, be given to any other Per- 
ſons, or Things, whatever. But becauſe all 
Power | is from the Father ; it may be ſaid, in a 
Catholick Senſe, that all Acts of divine Honour 
terminate laſtly in him, from whom both the 
Son and the Holy Spirit proceeds. 


PR RAGSSASSSISTADSRIHSSESUSSTSISUT HS XS 


Eleventh OBJECTION. 


I” HE Father is the one and only God. There- 
fore * the Father is God. 


ANSWER, 
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ANSWER 


O argue thus is plain So phiſtry. For 

unleſs there be more Gods than one (as 
indeed there are not) the Son is the one and only 
God. So is the Holy Spirit. But muſt he not 
be either a Fool or a Sophiſter, who would 
conclude from it : Therefore the Father is not 
God? 

Perhaps you will fay : 

The one ſelf-exiſtent God is a God who 
proceeds from no other. 
But God the Word is not a God who pro- 
ceeds from no other. 
Therefore God the Word is not the ſelf- 
exiſtent God. 
ANSWER. 

The ſecond Propoſition is falſe. For a God 
who proceeds from no other, and a God who is 
the Father, are the very ſame Thing. The Son 
indeed is not the Father : But either he is a God 
who is the Father ; or the Son and the Father 
are evidently two Gods. 

But is not this Propoſition true, The Son is a 
God who proceeds from another? Yes certainly. 
For there is only one God. If fo; as God the 
Word is a God who is the Father, ſo he is un- 
doubtedly à God who is the Son. And conſe- 
quently, in regard to different divine Perſons, 
both theſe Propoſitions are true: 1 | 


OBJtcTIONs anſtver d. 79 


The Son is a God who proceeds from another. 
Becauſe the Son is a God who is the Son. 

And, The Son is a God who proceeds from no 
other. Becauſe the Son is a God who is the 
Father. See Chap. iii. numb. ii. 

If it be here replied, that this Title, God, or 
the one God, either denotes one Perſon only, or 
more : 
If it denotes one Perſon only; the Bleſſed 
Trinity is not one God, becauſe they are not one 


Perſon: 


IF it denotes more Perſons than one ; Chriſt 
is not God, for he 1s only one Perſon. 

My Anſwer is, that in every Concrete two 
Things may be conſider d: 1. what it diſtinctiy 
ni ies: 2. what it confuſedly denotes. As this 
Word, an European, diſtinctly ſignifies the Coun- 
try, and confuſedly denotes the Man. 

Now what this Title, God, diſtinctly /gni- 
fries, is the ſame in all theſe Propofitions : The 
Father is God: The Son is God: Both the Fa- 
ther and the Son are God: The three divine Per- 


| ſons (whether you conſider them collectively or 


_ are God. 

ut what this Title, God, confuſedly denotes, 
may be either one Perſon, or more. When 
I ſay, The Son is God; the Title denotes one 
Perſon only. When I fay, The Blefſed Tri- 
nity is God; it denotes three Perſons. So that 


this Appellation, he one God, denores ſometimes 


one Perſon only, and ſometimes more than one. 


dee Chap. iii. n. v. 
Twelfth 
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Twelfth OBJECTION, 


N the three firſt Ages the Holy Fathers. ſay, 

that the Son does not proceed by a NVeceſſi- 

ty of Nature guoni aveyxy, but from his Fa- 

ther s free Will. Therefore he is not the ſame 
God with the Father. 


ANSWER: 


t, . Clark, in his Scripture-Difrine 2 
oo & ſeq; where he treats this Sub- 


je, has not produc'd any one Writer of the 
three firſt Ages, who lays, that the Father did 
not produce his Son avzyxy puony or avzyxy Th; 
ev orc, by a Neceſſity of Nature, But, to make 
amends, he informs us, p. 252, that [the Eufe- 
bians| in their Synod at Sirmium, an. 351, a- 
gainſt Photinus, Anathem. 25, rejected chat 
Term; and page 253, that Marius Viftorinus 
and S. Gregory Nyſſen, writing againſt Eunomius, 
did the fame. Which is very little to the Pur- 
oſe. For of what Force is an Euſebian Decree 
againſt Catholicks? And what can we fear, ei- 
ther from the Words of Victorinus, or of 8. Gre- 
ory. Nyſſen, who were pleading for us? Bur 
. have two Reaſons here to complain of the 
Doctor: 1ſt, Thar he has not faithfully tran- 
lala the $777 Decree, p. 252. Next, that 
he. has not faithfully tranſlated the Remark of 
8. Hil arius upon it, p. 253. Of the firſt; he 
| makes 
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makes the Euſebians ſay, Por the Father did not 
beget the Son by a phyſical Neceſſity of Nature, 
without the Operation of his Will, But they ſay 
a great deal more, viz. (1) For the Father did 
not beget the Son AS HE WOULD Nor [or the Fa- 
ther did not beget the Son, AGAINST HIS WILL] 
BEING CONSTRAIN'D and DRIVEN by @ phyſical 
Neceſjity. Which Words let us into die whole 
Secret: I mean, that a phyſical Neceſſity, as an- 
cient Writers generally underſtand it, implies 
ſomething of Conſtraint, ſomething involuntary, 
And in this Senſe it is plain, that the Father is 
not ſelf-exiſtent by a Neceſſity of Nature: that 
he is not Good, Great, and Happy, by a Ne- 
ceſſity of Nature : and that he does not produce 
his Son, by a phyfcal Neceſſity, or by a Necęſſi- 
ty of Nature ; becauſe he does not produce him 
againſt his Will. The xt Complaint is of the 
Doctor's Injuſtice to 8 Tilarius p. 253, who was 

ſo charitabl-, as to underſtand the Words of 
this Synod in a Catholick Senſe; and ſays, that 
this Canon was made by it, that Hereticks might 
not aſcribe to God the Father a Neceſſity of be- 
getting his Son, tanquam natural: lege cogente, 
invito ſe ediderit, as zf, ſays he, be product d 
him AGAINST His WILL, BEING COMPELL'D 
by the Law of Nature. Which the Doctor has 
wholly enervated, 2 his Words 
ut 


— 


— 8 * * 


(1) & gap Cradels 5 mri, und daun quent Ax bels; 
at u ibA nv, 0 ] 22 Auath« 33. 
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in this Manner: As if he produc'd him by Ne- 
ceſſity of Nature, without the Operation of bis 


Will. Does invito ſe ſignify no more than this? 
But to return to the Obection. 


2dly, S. Juſtin ſays, that the Son (2) pro- 
ceeded from the Father before all Creatures, by 
his Power and Will, Euſebius, quoted by the 
Doctor p. 252, ſays the like. And for this I do 
not find, that he has quoted any other Writers 
of the three firſt Apes. 

That the Son proceeds from or by the Fa- 
ther's Power, is unqueſtionable. For how does 
he proceed from the Father, if he con⁰ld not do 
it? And the Doctor has been ſo kind, as to let 
us ſee page 253, from Victorinus, S. (3) Baſil 

and S. Gregory Nyſſen, that ſome Catholicks, 
ſince the Nicene Council, have granted, that he 
proceeds from the Father's Will. The Doctor 
might alſo have added S. Hilarius, who ſays, 
that Chriſt is ſo perfectly a Son, as to proceed, 


not only (4) from the Subſtance of God, but 
alſo by his Counſel and Will. But if the Holy 
Spirit be not a Creature, whom our Schoolmen 
affirm to proceed from or by the Will of the 


Father 


— - 


— n. 


(2) e M ο b . dn Tu mTeds, Surdun durs 
X; CN eh , Dial cum Trypb. p. 227 C. 

(3) If the latter Part of the . 9th Homily be hit. T. . p. 539 J. 

(4) Ut qui ex ſubftan'ta de nau eft. etiam ex conſilio ejus as 
wliuntate naſcatur. I., de Sy nodis. p. 108. 
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Father and the Son, can we reaſonably conclude, 
that the Son is a Creature, becauſe ſome ancient 
Writers have ſuppos d him to proceed from the 
Father's Will? And how could S. Juſtin ima- 
gine it, who tells us at the very fame Time, that 
he proceeded BEFORE ALL CREATURES ? 

As to a free Choice or free Will (in the ſcho- 
laſtick Senſe) it does not appear, that either 8. 
Fuſtin, or any ancient Divines thought of it, 
when they ſaid, that the Son proceeds from or 
by the Will of the Father: as if it were in the 
Father's Power to have, or to annihilate his 
Son. 

I ſay, nothing of the Doctor's Fancy, in his 
Scripture-Doctrine p. 255, that according to 8. 
Theophilus, (the fixth Biſhop of Antioch) Athe- 
nagoras and Tatian, an abſolute Attribute was 
generated into a real Perſon. Becauſe it is a 
Fancy only. And he might as well have ac- 
cus'd S. Athanaſius, if not S. John the Evange- 
liſt, or S. Paul, as them. Vet the Doctor has 
indulg'd his Fancy ſo far, to call them, in his 
Reply p. 177, without Reaſon, but not without 
Raſhneſs, the Founders of Sabellianiſm. And 
might not a Sceptick tell us, that 8. Fobn, when 
he call'd the Son (g 72» Aogor, transform'd an 
abſolute Attribute (ſuch as Agyoc, in an abſolute 
Senſe, certainly is) into a real Perſon? And 

M 2 . 


3 


—— -. All. 


(5) S. J. i. v. 1. Abe. in. V. 134 


84 OBI EZCTTOoNs onfwer'd. 


that S. Paul did the ſame, when he call'd Chriſt 
(6) the Power of God, and the Wiſdom of God? 


For are not Power and Wi dom abſolute At- 
tribute: 


d e eee eee eee 
Laſt OBJECTION, 


OME Writers of Note, mention'd by Dr. 

Clark, in his Scri Pture-Dodrine, 213, 
301 & ſeq; (partly before, partly ſince _ Ni- 
cene Council) as Tertullian p. 301, Lactantius 
p. 306, Euſebius p. 307, 8. Athanaſ Ius p. 311, 
S8. Hilarius p. 3 12, and S. Bafl P+ 3 13, ſuppoſe 
on the one Hand that the Son is God, and that 
he is not the ſame God with the F ather ; : and 
yet on the other Hand affirm, that the Father 


and the Son are not #wo Gods, becauſe the Son 
proceeds from the Father. 


ANSWER. 


H E Objection is not Senſe. For to fup- 
1 poſe, that the Son is God; that he is not 
the ſame God with the Father; and yet that he 
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(6) I Cor, i. v. 24 
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is not a diſtinct God from him; is no Senſe at 
all. Unleſs it be Senſe to ſay, that two and 
one make ſeven. And is it not a juſt Judgment 
of God on thoſe proud Scholars, who for- 
ſake the Communion of the Catholick Church, 
under a falſe Pretence of it's teaching Contradi- 
ctories, whilſt they themſelves run into undenia- 
ble and manifeſt Contradictions? Nor do any Ca- 
tholick Writers favour Dr. Clarks Syſtem in 
this Point. | | 
Tertullian ſays, that the Father, and the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit (7) ore of ont SOBsTANCE, 
of one Condition, hd of ong Power, becauſe God 
is one. | 
Lactantius ſays, that the Father and the 
Son have (8) one Mind, one Spirit, ONE SUB- 
STANCE. And Iſaias ſhews, ſays (9) he, that 
the Father and the Son is THE SAME GOD. 
Euſebius ſays, that (10) the Father and the 
Sen have THE SAME GODHEAD. | 


S. Atha- 


— 
— 


(7) Unius ſubſtantia, & unius ſtatus, & unius poteftatis, quia 
unus Deus. L. con. Prax. Cap. ii. : 
($) Una utriq; mens, unus Spiritus, una ſubſtantia efl. L. iv. 
Inſtit. C. xxix. | ; 
(9) Deniq; unum Deum eſſe tam Patrem quam Filium - ' 5 
oſtendit. LaR. ibid. ; 
(to) was r djugoly = = * Tas 26717 e ui n . v. 


Demonfir. Evang. Cap. ive 
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S. Athanaſius ſays, (11) The Trinity is always 
perfect, and in the Trinity ONE GoDHEAD 18 
ACKNOWLEDG D. 

S. Hilarius, in his Commentary on S. Marr. 
XXvili. 19, ſays, that we are baptiz d in the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit: (12) that they who have oN GODH EAD, 
may be one Gift : and the Name of the Trinity 
is ONE GoD. 

S. Bafil, in the laſt Words of his eightieth 
Epiſtle to a Phyſician, call'd Euſtathius, an. 376, 
ſays: (13) We have Reaſon to declare, that the 
Bleſjed Trinity is of ONE AND THE SAME Gop- 
HEAD. n 


* 2 


(11) reidg de Mee, ist, Y W Tedd) wit di Wooten 
in Epi ft. ad Epictetum. a 

(12) Ut quorum eſt una Divinitas, fit una Largitio: 
Trinitatis unus eft Deus. Can. ult. in Matih. p. 631 B C. 

(13) vu de e was S - Thy 9 — Tat, Mẽ 
IND pag. 148 B. Jom. Js P aris 1638. 
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Fifth CHAPTER. 


The Writers of the three firſt Ages aſſert the 
Divinity of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. 


S. IGNATIUS. 


I. QT. Ignatizs, Biſhop of Antioch, in his 
genuine Epiſtles, mention'd by Euſebius, 
S. Ferom, and others, frequently profeſſes the 
Godhead of Chriſt. 

In the Preface of his Epiſtle to the Romans 
he ſays : The Father wills all Things, which 
are according to the Love (1) of Feſus Chriſt our 
God. | 

In the End of the Preface he wiſhes them 
Happineſs (2) in Feſus Chriſt our God. 

& ii, For our God Jeſus Chriſt, ſays (3) he, 
now that he is in the Father, does the more ap- 
pear. 

d. vi. (4) Suffer me to imitate the Paſſion of 
my God. _ 


m— _— — — _ 


(1) "Ino# Xergs Ty bes nu 2.26. 
(2) » Inos Xe 76 08G nuwr ibid. 
(3) 9 b 08%; nu! 'Invzs Ness, & mare do Wann gal- 
Ter fo P. 27. Fx : FE: 
s (4) omTgiarl wor tui, vas , ales 76 dei (te 
Jo | 
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In the Preface of his Epiſtle to the Epheſians, 
he fays: (5) By the Will of the Father, and of 
Jeſus Chriſt our God. 

$ 1. He fays: Encouraging your ſelves by the 
Blood of God ev cipan beg, p. 12. 

F. vii. he ſays: (6) There ts one Phyſician, car- 
nal and ſpiritual; made, and not made; God in- 
carnate beth from Mary and from God, 

F. xviii. (7) For our God Jeſus Chriſt was car- 
ried in Marys Womb. 

And writing to the Church of Smyrna, F. i. 
p. 34: I glorify God Jeſus Chrift, who has 
given you fo much Wiſdom, dE 'Invzv Xe 
TOv eb, Thy BTW; Uprds οννNͤ Ta. 

S8. Ignatius was martyr'd in the Year of Chriſt 
107, and was the ſecond Biſhop of Antioch af- 
ter S. Peter. The Acts of his Martyrdom pub- 
liſh'd by Ruinart in his Acts of the firſt Mar- 
tyrs, were written by Chriſtians, who were the 
Spectators of it. The laſt Words of them 
are: He ſiniſb d his Courſe in our Lord TFeſus 
Chriſt, through whom and wITH WHOM there 

16 


* * — 


— —— 
— 


(5) % Sranwam d eds, xat Ing XN Ts Ons nuare 
„ IT. 
(6) & taless Nur, onpnics Y x, j, us, wane x) 
aol [So it ought to be read] wy aupxt ,o ids, x · A 
* 13. — . Fr 
(7) 5 %% 2x05 nw? Iusde 5 Nerds Av οον d Une Maelag, 
p. 16 S Sed. xix. p. 17 dt A, Jewnmves garieuuers See bis 
Epiſtle to the Trallians Sect. vii. to the Smyrnzans Sect. & p. 
38. to S. Polycarp Sec. viii. p. 44 a 


Primitive Writert, 8g 


is Glory and Power To THE FATHER, WITH 

THE HoLyY SPIRIT, for ever, NE jel 5 & Ta 
Terps „ Fa x, 70 * ou T6 & edi 
eig aiaves, p. 708. 


So the Church of Smyrna, in their Letter 
concerning the Martyrdom of S. Polycarp, & 22, 
We deſire you to walk according to the Goſpel of 
Jeſus Chrift, wir H wHoM there is Glory To 
GOD THE FATHER and To THE HOLY SIZ 
RIT, Edit. Joan. Clerici. T. 2. p. 202. 


NPN AS; deres 


II. S. 7US TIN. 


T. Juſtin ſays: (8) The Scriptures eui- 
dently ſhenw, . Chriſt was paſſible, that 
he is to be ador'd; and that he is God. 

He ſays, that theſe Words of the Pſalm, 
Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever, &c, 
(9) ſhew mani 77 e/tly, 147 he is to be ador d, that 
he is God, and that he is Chriſt. 

Again. If you had hr" ſays he, the 
Words of the Prophets; 5 fo) you would not have 
deny'd 


g Fes 5 — 2 89 9 WP" © bad 2 
—— * — — — Z — _ — — — 


(8) Neppndw 4 Xeurbv ue, a TegaxurnTiry Y Sea 
amd. Dial. cum Tb 5.294 . 

(9), 3n yer Y Tegownn by x) 2 N Xgecds - 55 
Abi & £704 25 ondualruo. bid. p. 28 BC: 

(10) ü in dy dEr Avr Gras Nb 6 AM. f 355 D Be 
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deny'd him to be God, the Son of the only, and 
unbegotten, and ineffable God. 

He quotes ſeveral Times, Prov. viii. v. 22, as 
it was then in the vulgar Greek [II] xm us 
he created me, inſtead of 8&x-yow7o ps. Let he ne- 
ver concludes that the Word is a Creature. On 
the contrary, he poſitively denies it: and in his 
Dialogue with Trypho ſays, that the Son was 
begot by the Father, | 12] before all Creatures, 
and [13] before all Creatures whatever. 

In regard to Worſhip he ſays [*,] Ve wor- 
ſhip and AnoRE the Father, and the Son, = = 
and the Prophetick Spirit, honouring them with 
Reaſon and Truth. 

And here, by the Way, I muſt obſerve in Fa- 
vour of the Latin and Engliſh Reader, 1ſt. That 
the Words of S. Juſtin, p. 284 D E. are miſ- 
tranſlated twice by the Latin Interpreter. 2dly, 
That the Greek is quoted falſly and tranſlated 
falſly by Mr. V biſton in his primitive Chriſtiani- 
ty Tom. iv. p. 122, 123. For inſtead of & N 8 
Tow7Toy he quotes very ridiculouſly, and tranſlates 
GAN TosToy. He refers to God p. 123, what 8. 
Tuſtin ſaid of us. And inſtead of ag yn the 
Beginning, quotes and tranſlates apy; in rhe 
Beginning. 


ATH E- 


8 — 


* 


LI 1] p. 284 DE. p. 359 A B. 

[12] e mirmy miluamile p. 327 BC, e mevmun mal 
neu. . p. 326 E. 0 | 

[13] Tes mt/mwy dAAws ] KTITUAmNs p. 359 BC. 

LA _ Te, r me; du]s bir --- mverua Te 70 
Texprnuy T6018. XY TEITWNELEY N X) anIGd NAVTE? 
Is jel. ad Imp. p. 56 C. See alſo p. 606 &e. * 


— 
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III. ATHENAGO RAS. 


THEN AGORAS ſays: [14] Who will 
u ewonder to hear us call'd Atheiſts, who 
affirm, that the Father is God, that THE SoN 
is Gor, and (even) the Holy Spirit; and who 
ſhew, how they are united in Power, and diſtinct 
in Order? 

Again, As «ve aſſert a God, and his Son who 
is his Word, and the Holy Spirit, [15] united in 
Power, viz. the Father, the Son, and the Spirit: 


for the Son is the Mind, the Word, the Wiſdom of 


the Father; and the Spirit is an Efflux, as Light 


from Fire : ſo we believe alſo good and bad 
Angels. 


Athenagoras (tho unknown to Fuſebins, to 
S. Jerom, and to Photius) was a learned Apo- 
logiſt for the Chriſtian Religion. He was an 


Athenian Philoſopher, and writ about the Year 
of Chriſt 177. 


N 2 IV. S. TRE. 


[ ———— 


— 


— — 


114] Tis Iv M d- vg ul, Neue dir gde, * v Tedy, 
Y reha & ö ναjᷓνν. dum! THY ir Ty L d,, 
Y i Th Ces date, dxtgons ds xanhuires In Le. 
gatione pro Chriſtianis p. 1 1 A. Ed. Colon. 1686. 

[15] V να,ſ⁊a ) l Aaιÿ . pag. 27 4, 


— 
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IV. 8. IRENAUS. 


IT. Trenæus fays : [ 5 4 Chriſt therefore, 
\ I with the Father, 1s the God of the Li- 
wing. Having, ſays [17] he, a Teſtimony from 
all, that he is truly Man, and that he 1s truly 
God, from bis Father, from the Spirit, from 
the Angels, from inanimate Creatures, and from 
the Devils. 

He ſays, that [18] neither the Lord, nor the 
Holy Spirit, nor the Apoſtles would have call d 
him God abſolutely definitiye & abſolute, unde, 
he were true Cad niſ efſet vxxus Deus. And 
preſently adds, that in theſe Words of the Pſalm: 
Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever, &c. 
[19] the Spirit gives the Title of God both to the 
Son and to the Father. 

As to the Holy Spirit, he ſays, that [2 0 the 
alone one God made the Heaven, the Earth, the 
| Sea, 


_— 


—_—— 
— 1 — — - 5 


[16] Ipſe igitur Chriftus cum Patre vivorum eft Deus. Lib. iv. 
Cap. xi. 

[17] 4b omnibus accipiens teſtimonium quoniam ver® homo, & 
quoniam vere Deus, a Patre, a Spiritu, & ab Angelis, &c. L. iv. 
Cap. xiv. 3 | . 
[18] Lib. iii. Cap. vi. 

[19] Utroſq; Dei appellatione ſienificavit Spiritus & eum qui 
ungitur Filium, & eum qui unyit, id eft Patrem. Ibid. 
| [20] Solus unys Deus - - fecit ea per ſemetipſum, hoc eff, per 
Je bum Y per Sapientiam ſuam, ceelum, & terram, & maria, & 
omnia qu in eis ſunt. Lib. li. Cap. Iv. hs * 


. 
i 
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Sea, and all Things which are in them py HIMu- 
SELF, that is, by his Word, and by his Wiſdom. 
By his Wiſdom he means the Holy Spirit. For 
ſo he explains himſelf, Lib. iv. Cap. xvii, Iz 4] 
For his Off-ſpring, and his Character, that is, 
the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Word and the 
Wiſdom, miniſter to the Father in all Things, 
And the xxxviith Chapter of the ſame Book, 
God, ſays he, did not want the Angels to make 
what he intended, as if he had not Hands of his 
own, [22] For the Word and the Wiſdom, the 
Son and the Spirit, through whom and in whom 
he made all Things freely, and to whom he ſaid, 
Let us make Man to our Image and Likeneſs, 
are always preſent with him. S. Theophilus 
(who was the fixth Biſhop of Antioch after 8. 
Peter) by the Wiſdom of God, means allo ſome- 
times the Holy Spirit. As when he ſays in his 
firſt Book to Autolycus, that [2 3] God by his 
Word, and by his Wiſdom, made all Things. For 
by his Word were the Heavens made, and by 
his Spirit. In the ſecond Book to Autolicus, he 


takes 


«„  ____— —_ 


* 


[21] Mini ſtrat enim ei ad omnia. ſua Progenies & Figuratio ſua, 
id eft, Filius & Spiritus ſanctus, Verbum & Sapientia, quibus 
ſerviunt & ſubjecti ſunt omnes Angeli. 

[22] Adeſt enim ei ſemper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & Spi- 
ritus, in quibus omnia liber & ſponte fecit, ad quos & loguitur, 
dicens, Faciamus hominem ad imag. c. 

_ £233 6 28s Nd Tv abys dur, xy Tis ongias, i Te 

Ye 76 % A50% duTs df of d“ Kal Ta TVEU= 
_ duT&. Pf. xyxii, (Heb, xxxiii,) v. 6. p. 74 B. Ed. Celan. 
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takes M iſdom in the ſame Senſe, when he fays, 
that [24] the three fit Days of the Creation 
were a Figure of the Trinity, God, his Word, 
and his Wiſdom. And a little after, God ſaid, 
Let us make Man to our Image and Likeneſs. [2 J 

But this he ſaid to no other, but to his Word, an 
fo his Wiſdom. 

S. Jrenæus bears Witneſs, in other Places, to 
what the Catholick Church teaches, concer- 
ning the Divinity of the [26] Son, and of the 
[27] Holy Spirit. 

S. Trenei:s, tho a Grecian, was Biſhop of Li- 
ons. He writ againſt the Herefies of his Time, 
about the Year 187, and died a Martyr in the 
Perſecution of Severus. 

If it be objected, that according to S. Ireneus, 
only the Father 1s God, cum ipſe ſolus Pater De- 
us dicatur, L. ii. C. xlvii. p. 175 col. 1. And 
that he ſays to the Father, ſolus Deus es, L. iii. 
C. vi. p. 209, col. 2. And a little before, ſolus 
& verus Deus : 

I anſwer, that to underſtand theſe Words 


right, they muſt be reconcil'd with the reſt, 
which 


[24] mY! env Tis reid © Ts der, 2) Ts Ayu d, %þ 
vg ovgiets Au · p. 94 D. ED 

[25] *x 2p ff mv Gene, mia, d n 76 fau7s Ayps 
x Y £4v78 ovplg. p. 96 D. | 

[26] Lib. i. Cap. ii. Lib. ii. Cap. xliii. in fine. & Cap. bo. in 
fine. Lib. iii. Cap. *. S xxvi. Lib. V. Cap. vii. Ed. Par. an. 1675. 

[27] Lib. v. Cap. xii. And ſee the Eſſay on S. Irenæus by John 
Alexander, p. 17. 18. 26. 29. 31. 32. 34. 102. 158 & leq. 
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which have been quoted from S. Ireneus. And 
then the Meaning of them will be, either thar 
the Father is the only God; which may be truly 
ſaid of any divine Perſon : or that the Father 
alone is a ſelf-exiſtent Perſon, and God from no 
other: or that excluſive Particles, in S. Ireneus, 
regard Creatures only, and not the other divine 
Perſons; of which there may be ſeveral In- 
ſtances. | : 

For Example; he ſays, it is not to be ſuppos d, 
that (28) any one made the World, but the Fa- 
ther of all Things. He ſays, that ve Things, 
and inviſible, and all Things whatſoever, were 
not made by the Angels, nor by any other Power, 
but BY God THE FATHER ALONE, SED A 
$0Lo DEO PATRE, Lib. ii. Cap. Ixvi. 

vet he expreſly grants, that (29) the Word 
was the Maker of Men. He affirms poſitively, 
(30) the Word was truly the Maker of this World, 
and that (31) he was the Maker of all Things. 


V. S. CLE. 


(23) Oftendentes, quoniam non eft veriſimile alium quend.um 
eam, que ſecundum nos eſt, conditionem feciſſe, quam Patrem uni- 
verſorum. L. ii. C.lvi. _ 

(29) Ab initio condidit & fecit eos Verbum. L. iv. Cap. xxiii. 

(30) Mundi enim Factor ver Verbum Dei eſt. L. v. C. xviii. 

(31) Fabricator enim uni verſorum Dei Verbum, qui ab initio 
plaſmavit bominem, &c. L. v. C. xii. Ts Tov Ut Jeu, 7+ Tv 
KOVOJevns T 7 1 vr un. 3 i. Cap. 1. Setig. P+ 40. Ed. 
Grabe. See alſo Mr. John Alexander p. 88. 107. 119, Gs. 
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V. 8. CLEMENT. 


we 


Or. Clement of Alexandria ſays, that (3 2) our 
' Maſter is the Holy God Feſus. 85 
He aſſures us, that (33) the Word ſees al! 
Things. 
That (34) be is in all Places. 
That (35) he is eternal. ” 
That he is the (36) Creator of Man, and of 
7 he W or Id. ; | 
That (3 7) he is omnipotent. 
That (38) he alone is both God and Man. 
That he gave us Life mo Civ as a Creator: 
that he taught us, as a Maſter, how to live well 
& Civ, that at length he may bring us, as God, 
dei Cay to live always. Admon. p. 6 B C. 
And therefore concludes, (39) Believe, O Man, 
in him who ſuffer d, and is ador'd as the living 
God. | A little 


* 


1 — - 


(32) 0 fs nuene © mud e, 8 Ie0s Ineu g. L. 1. 
Pedag. C. vii. p. 109 D. Paris 2 . | 

(33) 0 onions AO, L. iii. Pad. C. viii. p. 239 B. 

(34) os 621 maAYTUY, 5+ b. C. V. p. 233 B. 

(35) 4e r lug . Adm. ad Gentes, p. 74 D. 5 
Y- d df, 20s at ho. L. iii. Ped. p. 267. 

(36) 6 7s x00pus, xdi TU dv.Fewre ν,Ab- aus. L. iii. Pad. C. 
Xi. p. 265 D. 

(37) Ts mwmxegroeO- abys. L. i. Ped. C. ix. p. 125 B C. 
Item L. i. C. vii. 5. 236 D. 
| 2 5 wor 2 debe Te a . Admon. p. * 

39, T5zumv. ev , 7 7n o xwYs 

Con. Adm. p. 66 5. 1 * ** | 
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A little after he ſays, that (40) the Word is 
truly and moſt manifeſily God, and that he is 
not unequal to the Lord of all Things, 

(41) So that the God of all Things is only one 
good and juſt Creator, the Son in the Father, _ 
Of the Holy Spirit he ſays: There is one Fas 
ther of all Things, one Word of all Things, and 
one Holy Spirit, (42) which is every where. 

Again: (43) Be propitious to your Scholars, — = 
O Son, and O Father, both one Thing, O Lord, 
Let us give Thanks and Praiſe (44) to the 
Father alone and to the Son, to the Son and to 
the Father, - - - together with the Holy Spirit in 
all Things one. | 1 

8. Clement was a learned Prieſt of Alexan- 
dria, and taught there, in the End of the ſe- 
cond Century, a publick Leſſon of Chriſtian 
Philoſophy : till the Perſecution of Severus, 
which began in the Year of Chriſt 202, and 
continued ſeveral Years after, expell'd him 
from the Chair. Origen was one of his Scho- 
lars. 
4 O T ER. 


| © — 4 
** 


- 1 . . * 


(40) 5 9040. 35% , & e cwmr0 bn Sis. 6 76 N 
62 wy ö ECV. Ibid. p. 68 D. 

(41) og Ava mals Gnas x mpdric, mw W νά , 
Yeby, Ly worer Eva , ku, dH, U e ae 
L. i. Pad. C. viii. p. 119 D. 

(42) x . avrd ανν,tb. L. i. Pæd. C. vi. p. 102 B. 
(43) i Tots obe- - i18 xd ramp; i dn, xe Libs 
iii. Ped. Cap. ult. p. 266 4 B. | 


(44) 76 wire me nal vis, vr 12] able} a: r cal 76 


aν T18Y man, miy]a ro ui. bid. B G. 
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VI TERTULLIAN. 


Tulln ſays: (45) The Trinity is or ONE 
GoDHEAD, the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit. 

He ſays: (46) The Creator gave to his Son, 
WHO is NOT LESS THAN HIMSELF, all Things 
which he created by him. 

He ſays, that (47) the Father and the Son 
differ in Perſon, but -not in Subſtance, which ts 
the ſame in all the three Perſons. 

Thar (48) the Titles of Lord and God agree 
to the Father, to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit. 
Yet (49) they are not Gods. Not but that the 
Father is God, ſays he, and the Son is God, and 
the Holy Spirit is God, and the Trinity is 
God. 

Some 


— 
2 — 


(45) Eft Trinitas unius divinitatis, Pater, & Filius, & Spiritus 
fan#us. L. de Pudicitia. Cap. xxi. 

(46) Non minori ſe tradidit omnia Filio Creator, que per eum 
condidit. L. iv. con. Marcionem. Cap. xxv. 

(47) Habes duos, alium dicentem ut fiat, alium facientem. Alium 
autem - - Perſons, non Subſlantie nomine. - Ubiq, teneo 
unam Subflantiam in tribus cobærentibus. L. con. Prax. Cap. 
xii. 

(48) Scimus Dei nomen & Domini, & Patri, & Filio, & Spi- 
ritui convenire - - ſed Deos omnino non dicam, nec Dominos. Lib. 
con. Prax. Cap. xiii. 

(49) Duos tamen Deos, & duos Dominos nunquam ex ore no- 
firo proferimus. Non quaſi non & Pater Deus, & Filius Deus, &. 
Sir itus ſauq us Deus, & Deus unuſquiſq; Ibid- 
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Some think, ſays (50) he, that Omni potent is 
a Title, which does not agree to the Son : as if 
he, who 1s to come, were not Omnipotent. Where- 
as the Son of the Almighty is as well Almighty, 
as the Son of God is God. See allo his (51) Aba- 
logy, and his Book againſt (52) the Fews, which 
were writ before he fell into Schiſm. 

He ſeems indeed to (53) think, that Agog, 
of whom S. John ſpeaks Ch. i. v. 1, was not a 
Son neceſſarily. But this Opinion of Tertullian 
is foreign to the Arian Controverſy: And would 
have been fo, altho he had thought, that ag 
was not made a Son before the Incarnation. For 
the Diſpute between Catholicks and Arians is 
not, whether the firſt Perſon was always a Fa- 
ther, and the ſecond was always @ Son: but whe- 
ther the divine Perſons, whom we call the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, did always 
and neceſſarily exit; and, tho diſtin from 
each other, were always and neceſſarily the very 
ſame God? S. Hippolytus (a Diſciple of S. Ire- 
neus) and ſome others, were of the ſame Opi- 
nion, concerning the Sen-ſhip of the Word; I 
mean, that he was not neceſſarily and always a 


2 Son 


— 


——_— 


— — — 


(50) Onmipotentis appel lationem non putant etiam Filio conve« 
nire : quaſs qui venturus eſt non ſit omnipotens. Cum & Filins 
emnipotentis tam omnipatens ſit quam Deus Dei Filius, Ibid. 
Cap · xvii. 

(51) Cap. xxi. 

(52) Cap. vii. 3 

(53) L. com, Fran. Coe v. vin oil. ii. 
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Son. (54) Tatian and (55) Origen have carried 
the Speculation higher, by ſaying, that the 
Original and firſt Title of the ſecond Perſon is 
Not Aloe, but dN the Beginning, that is, 
oopie Wiſdom, or Avys Svvepus the Power of the 
Word; and tliat he was Wiſdom, or this Power, 
before he was the ord. But ſuch Speculations 
as theſe, are wholly unneceſſary to Religion, 
and to that Simplicity, which Religion inſpires. 


VII. ORI GE N. 


RIGEN, in his (56) Commentary up- 

on S. John, acknowledges the Godhead of 

the adorable Trinity, debrrra This megonuvnric 

red dds, Which in another Place he calls (57) 

te auguſt Trinity 4 Y uw rea. 

In his firſt Sermon upon 1/azas, tranſlated by 

8. Jerom, he ſays, that Chriſt alone in this Leſ- 

fon remits Sins, (58) that you might know, in 
the Trinity, the Unity of: the Godhead, 

| In 


_- he 


CF rn” 


«a 


(54) Orat. con. Gre. Se. vii. xi. pag. 19. 27. 

(55) In Foan-p.19 D E. p. 33 E C. p. 43 E. p. 44 BC. 

(56) Pag. 124 E. Et apud S. Baſil. L. de Spir. S. Cap. æxia 
33579 AB. Tom. 2. * 

(57) In Mat. p. 40 A B. Ed. Huet. | 

(58) Ut unitatem Deizatis in Trinitate cagneſcauu 
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In his Commentary upon S. Paul's Epiſtle to 
the Romans, he acknowledges (59) the Godhend 
of the Holy Spirit. And in his Sermon on the 
(6 0 Pythoniſſa, he calls our Saviour the true 
Go . 8 - 

In his Commentary on S. John, he fays, (61) 
You can no more find the Beginning in which 
the Son was begotten, than you can find the 
Beginning of God's Eternity. And that he was 
always (62) preſent with the Father. 

Origen writ his Books againſt Cel//us in his old 
Age, as (63) Euſebius obſerves. And in theſe 
we find nothing more frequently inculcated, than 
that (64) the Son is God. And he often ſpeaks 
of his Godhead in his Commentary on 8. John; 
as p. FE. p. 8 AB. p. 29 D. p. 154 AC. p. 
262 B C. p. 397 AB. Sc. Ed. Huet. Tom. 2. 

In his ſixth Book againſt Celſus, page 287, he 
gives the Son a Title which cannot agree to a 
Creature. For he calls him aymror, UN CREA; 
TED, and the firſt-born of all created Nature. 


He 


— —————._—_——_—_Cl _—_—__ 
— — 


— 


(39) d, iregdt, nor. Sudνο, Yoon? Te wroywle, x 
Ms * «xls mr ud) winiO. Apud S. Baſil. ſupra p. 
598. 2 5 
; (60) Tom. i. pag. 36 C. Ed. Huei. 
(61) Pag. 31 4. Ed. Het. 5 2 
(62) 3% amd 73 wn wyxdrey eds Thy dy, d 76 meds 
Toy duo Ara. vb O . P. 45 D. Ec. | 
(63) L. vi. Hiſt. Eccl. Cap. xxxvi. | 
(64) P. 46. 54, 63. 99. 135. 164, 203s 264+ 265. 323. 362. 
365. 388. 389. 403. 422. 428, Ed, Cant ab. an. 1677. 
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He ſays, that he is (65) the Son of God pro- 
perly, and (66) by Nature. 

That he is (67) Lord by Nature. 

That he is (68) in all Places. 

That, when Chriſt ſuffer d; (69) the immor- 
tal God the Word, remaining eſſentially what he 
was, had no Share in the $ ufferings, either of 
his Body or of his Soul. 

And that the (70) Word comprebends God the 
Father. 

Hence Origen, in his Commentary on 8. 

p. 46 E, ſays if is falſe and a7 Do ring, 
either to deny the Godhead of the Son, or to deny 
bis perſonal Diſtinction from the Father. Theſe 
Words of Origen are rightly quoted, and not ill 
tranſlated in the main by Dr. Clark, in his Scrip- 
fure-DoFrine p. 303. But what Origen lite- 
rally ſays, is this: 

(71) Hence we may - ſolve the Difficulty of 
many, who pretend to be pious ;, and yet for Fear 


of 


— nd — — | Saas 


(65) 0 el ws vos deu LI. con. Cel. p 52 · 

(66) ee vids in Joan. p. 56 E. 

(67) Ty 0006 ve. L. viii. con Cel. p. 392. 

(68) 16, L. 1j. p. 63. L. ive p. 164. L. v. p 239. 

(69) L, iv. con. Cel. p. 179. 

(70) zr 76 N ies d ò Nbg, Ib. L. ai. p. 320 

(71) 78 COUT o dns eva. Lu yowires meg, _ 
Comes Ivo c uc 20050 out dus, 1 mes, 7870 me , » 
Jen, Y down NDyuany, ire. 1 er iNoryra vis s 
a ms mij ede, LACY vi a de evai my luxe. 275 ing 
auß dure vv TegR3ogeviuerov * j i devuuines — wee Te 

1 
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of owning two Gods, fall into falſe and wicked 
Opinions; either by denying a perſonal Diſtin- 
&1on between the Father and the Son (and ſo ren- 
dering him, whom they confeſs to be God, a meer 
nominal Son) or elſe by denying the Godhead of the 
Son, whilft they allow him to have a perſonal Cba- 
rafter, and Subfiftence diftin&t from that of the 
Father : This . Difficulty, I ſay, may thus be 
folov'd. We muſt tell them, that he who is God 
from no other is ò Ws (as our Saviour, in his 
Prayer to his Father ſays, that they may know 
thee, rev puavoy gebe) but whatever is 
God, beſides that ſelf-exiftent Perſon, being ſo by 
a Communication of his Divinity, is more pro- 
perly call d Qed, than 5 hee. For tho the Scrip- 
ture, and Origen himſelf, as well as other Wri- 
ters has ſometimes call'd the Son oy Se yet 
the Article does more properly agree to a ſelf- 
exiſtent Perſon, as Origen rightly obſerv d. And 
{o it was always moſt generally usd by Ca- 
tholick Writers, both before and ſince the Ni- 

cene Council. | 
However, the chief Queſtion here is rather, 
what the Catholick Church held in Or:ger's 
| Time, 


6— 2» — 


— — 


dis, nas $ dures mv i IM d ] meryenels 

 TVYYNaveoy rien d v e, THAW ”νννννỹqνοννανUt79α 
Tioy Jap aurols, zn Tire wh dur" © 3 debe der. Nomp x 6 
en enn oy Th Tegs TW TaTHen WH, iv n ν,üd n Thy 
bros d. $290 * may e 7d TAG, 79 dure Of, le Ts 
Wee 320717 © end νðoꝰ, * 0 2805, ae deo; WE D, 
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Time, than whether Origen was Orthodox, in 
regard to the Bleſſed Trinity, or not. For his 
Orthodoxy, in this Point, was denied by S. Epi- 
bhanius, by S. Ferom, &c. And yet it muſt 

granted, that 'many of the Arguments are 
weak, which learned Men have employ'd a- 
gainſt him. | 


As firſt, when they tell us, that Origen de- 
nies the Son to be & de. But this is falſe, and 
has been anſwer'd already. 


Secondly, When they tell us, that Origen 
grants the Father and the Son to be different 
Hypoſtaſes, L. 8. con. Cel. p. 386. in Joan. p. 186 
E. in Mat. p. 470 D. Tom. 1. Ed. Met. 

This is very true. And fo does S. Baſil Ep. 
xliii, and cccxxv. page 63, 320. So does the 
Council at (72) Conftaritinople, an. 382, and all 
later Councils. 


Thirdly, In his eighth Book againſt Cel/us, 
p. 387, Origen does not deny, but that, in ſuch 
a Multitude of Believers, there may be ſome 6 
raſh as to ſuppoſe our Saviour to be, thi he does 
not, 20% km Ad Stb, the God over all, He 
adds, We ſay plainly, that the Son is not more 
powerful than the Father, & N ume gy, but 
inferior to him, which we ground, ſays he, * 

| 10 


* „V 


„ 


— 
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— 
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(72) Tom. 1. Conc. Lab. dag · 9640. 
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his own Words, My Father, who ſent me, is 
greater than I. See Dr. Clark's Scripture-Do- 
frine, p. 142. | 

The true Meaning of the it Place is, that 
ſome ignorant Catholicks might eaſily have run 
into Noetus's Error, that the Son is the FaATHER; 
whoſe common Epithet was ſupposd to be, 
from Eph. iv. 6, 6 EM drs, Or 6 L mac 

As to the ſecond : The Son is 7nſerior to the 
Father, as he was ſent by bim in the Incarna- 
tion: and, in the Opinion of ancient Divincs, as 
he is God from God. But how Dr. Clark, p. 142; 
came to tranſlate iTtiz2e ;v leſs powerful, I 
cannot imagine. 


Fourthly, The Son is call'd by Origen (73) 
yam; Beds 4 made God, and (74) dunes. beg 
a ſecond God. | 

But neither of theſe is tranſlated accordin 
to Origen's Senſe. By the it, he only means 
a begotten God, which both ;awyrd; and que 
properly ſignifies. Monſieur Huet gives us that 
Piece of Origen, with the Latin Tranſlation of 
Petavius, in which it is render'd genitus Deus, 
T. i. p. 38 E. | 

By the /econd, it appears from the Context 
p. 258, that he only means /e ſecond who is 


God, 2 
ä Fifthly, 


. - - . 50 8 0 a 
* p ltd. re rn. „% * 4 


e 
— * — 
— 
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(73) In E,. is p. 38 E. Tim. is Huet-. 
(74) L. e. com Cel. p. 238. L, vi. p. 3b. J 


106 Primitive Writers. 


Fifthly, Origen tells us, (75) that Chriſt, be- 
ing call'd Good, ſays, that o one is good but the 
Father. : 

Which, in Or:ger's Senſe, is very true. For 
the Father alone is Good from no other. 


Srxthly, Origen grants, that the Son is diffe- 
rent from the Father x2T' iv, in Joan. p. 70 
B, and that he is & r x &12y, L. de Orat. 
§. 80. p. 48. | 

But this will not convict him. For Photius, 
a ſevere Critick, tells us, that (76) Pierius (a 
Prieſt of Alexandria, who writ about the Year 
283) was orthodox on the Trinity, tho" he ſaid, 
that the Father and the Son are & gvuoms and 
do G. This Judgment of Photius was an 
Effect of good Senſe. For in regard to Myſte- 
ries, which, as to their Being, have no Exam- 
ple in Nature, nothing is ſo arbitrary, ſo uncer- 
tain, as the Signification of Words, until it be 
fed, either by the Authority, or by the conſtant 
and known Uſe of the Catholick Church. The 
Reaſon of this is, becauſe ſuch Myſteries can- 
not be explain'd, as they ought, but either by a 
new Lauguage (which no private Writer has 
Authority enough to introduce) or by ſtripping 

| 0 


— —DU‚ꝗ rn 


— 


(75) TI. v. con. Cel. p. 238. DO 3 a 
(76) dM ater wh Taledg na} vis Eds u. TIANW 
vncs do, x24 guons Io Avyers Phot. Codice crix. 
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old Words of Part of their eſſential Significa- 
tion. So that the true Senſe of an Author muſt 
be taken from what he ſays in other Places; and 
not from theſe Terms of Art, which have a 
doubtful Meaning. 


Seventhly, Origen ſays, that if we ſpeak pro- 
perly of Prayer, we ought not to pray to the 
Son. L. v. con. Celſ. p. 233. Lib. de Orat. §. 50, 

I; 52. 
: But what Origen means, in this, is very true; 
v12. that we ought not to pray to the Son, as if 
he were the firſt Perſon in the Bleſſed Trinity, 
but only as he is God from God : that the Fa- 
ther alone is to be addreſs'd as jelf-exi/tent, and 
as Origen calls him the Fountain of the Godhead 
21399 der &, in Joan. p. 47 DE: and that 
this was, in Origen's Time, the moſt regular, 
that is, the moſt common Form of Prayer. 

He diſtinguiſhes, with S. Paul 1 Tim. ii. v. I, 
Dirac, WEIW yas, fvrutas, Wyar ting, Peti- 
ions, Prayers, Requeſts, and T henkſg1vings. By the 
firſt he means in general, (* 77 Petition, Supplica- 

tion, and Prayer for the obtaining of a Benefit. 
By the ſecond he means a more ſolemn and re- 
gular Petition offered to God, through his Son 
Feſus Chriſt. Which RO the CatholickChurch, 
2 Ul 


— 


6 
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in all her ancient Prayers or Collects, uſes to 
this Day. By the third, he underſtands a Pe- 
tition, join'd with an Aſſurance of obtainin 
what we want. By the fourth, he underſtands 
an Acknowledgment of Benefits receiv'd. And 
all theſe he ſays may be offer'd to Chriſt, ex- 
cepting the /econd, L. de Orat. F. 49, p. 48. As 
S. Stephen ſaid to him (they are Origen's Words) 
O Lord, lay not this Sin to their Charge, Acts 
vil. v. 60. 

Tis plain then, that, according to Origen, 
wyn Prayer, in the proper Senſe of this Word, 
may be offer d to Chriſt, And even of Te eowy?, 
he ſometimes grants it, As when he ſays, (78) 
We muſt pray to God the Father alone, and we 
muſt alſo pray to his only begotten Son. 


Eighthly, Origen ſays, that the Son is not 
Good, nor Light, &c. compar'd with the Father, 
in Joan. p. 130 A. p. 218 B, 

And that the Son and the Holy Spirit differ 
more from the Father, than they do from Crea- 
tures, Ib. 218 C. 

The true Meaning of the t Words ſeems 
only to be this, that the Son has nothing from 
himſelf, but all from the Father: that the Son 
is the Image of the inviſible God, Col. i. v 15; not 
proceeding immediately from his Perſon (in 


Joan, 


_—; 


[ CCS OY 
* £6 SS 905 


— 


— 


| (78) A b Fearowneov TO £71 N Tet % Tegownlhcy 
* 7% arora, 8 7. A» L. viii. con. Cel, p. 393. 
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Joan. p. 218 D.) but from his generative Power, 
and that the Father is the Prototype. 
The ſecond contains rather an unuſual, than a 
a falſe Obſervation ; vi. that the Son and the 
Holy Spirit agree analogically (as Schoolmen ex- 
preſs it) with all Creatures in this, that hey are 
produc'd by another, which the Father is not. 
And it is only in this View, in this Reſpect, that 
Origen conſiders them, But at the ſame Time 
he takes notice, that the (79) Son and the Holy 
Spirit are far above all Creatures whatſoever. 
And yet, if any Part of Or:gen's Works be 
corrupted, this probably is ; in which there are 


evident Marks, either of (80) broken Senſe, or 
of Interpolation, 


Ninthly, The Emperor (81) Juſtinian, in his 
Letter to Menas, tranſcribes ſeveral Paſſages from 
Origen's four Books of Principles, which are not 
in his Favour. But ſince we neither have thoſe 
Books, nor S. Ferom's Tranſlation of them; it 
would be hard to condemn Origen, by Hear- 
ſay, of denying the Bleſſed Trinity. 


Fuſtinian 


— 


—_ 


4 


(79) miynov % Y M u., 5 , dM" 

meeCannioy Lmecoyi, oapey & ce, x 70 TVED wa 79 d , 
in Pan. p. 218 BC. See alſo in Mat. p. 377 BC. 

($0) See in Foan. p. 218 CD. to what x, M is referr d: 
what To mVvivuen means, B C; and reibe B. 


(8 1) Tom, 5. Concil, Lab. Þ» 672, 673. 
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Juſtinian ſays, that he call'd the Son a Crea- 
ture x lion, from Prov. viii. 22, f feng 
pt x. N. p. 072 D. 

And, if Origen underſtood this, as Arius did, 
when, writing to his Biſhop S. Alexander, he 
call'd the Son a (82) Creature; the Queſtion 
would be at an End. But Catholick Writers 
underſtood the Text of he Proverbs in a quite 
different Senſe. Some underſtood it of W:/dom 
incarnate, as S.(83) Athanaſius, S. (84) Baſil, S. 
(85) Gregory Nyſſen, S. (86) Gregory Nazian- 
zen, S. (87) Hilarius, S. (88) Ambroſe, S. (89) 
Ferom, S. (go) Auguſtin, and S. (91) Fulgen- 
tius. And if Origen, when he call'd the Son 
a Creature, meant only this, (becauſe his Soul 
and Body were created) we muſt not wonder 
at It. 

But if Origen apply'd to the Son, in his high- 
eſt Capacity, the Text Prov. viii. 22, and even 
call'd him x1;sye from it, we ought not pre- 

ſently 


($2) xlioua 73 Ss Nei, d M £Y Os Wy Tov Y mw? 

apud &. Ath. Lib. de Synodis, p. 729. Ed. Bred. 
(83) L. de Decret. Nicen. Set. 14. p. 220 A. Ed. Bened. Or. ii. 

con. Arian, Sect. 1. p. 469 BC. Item Sect. 45. 46. 47. &c. | 

(84) L. 4. don. Eun. Tom, 1. p. 774 B D. 

(85) Or. 2. con. Eun. T. 2. p. 462 C. 

(86) Or. 1 » 578 C. 

(87) L. 12. de Trin. p. 315 BC. 

(88) Lo 3. de fide. C. 4+ Tom. 5. p. 98 C. 

(89) In Mlichaæ quartum Tom. 3. ult. Edit. p. 1527. 

(90) L. de fide & Symb. C. 4. Sect. 6. 

(91) L. con. Serm. Fa ſtidioſi. Cap. 8. p. Coo. 601. 
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ſently to condemn him without farther Evi- 
dence. For the great S. Meletius, Biſhop of An- 
tioch, ſays, that (92) the Scripture, in regard of 
the Son, uſes the Name, both of Creation, and 
Generation: of Creation to expreſs his perma- 
nent Subſiſtence T0 tunocaty , munity: of 
Generation to expreſs his diſtinguiſhing Character 
T0 YZaigeroy TE pores x, NA. 


2. VaR p. 672 E, accuſes Origen of ſay- 
ing, that the Father is known by himſelf (g 3) 
more perfectly, than by the Son, 

But he does not tell us, whether Origen 
ſpeaks of the Son, as God, or as Man. 5 

But could Or:gen fay without Blaſphemy, e- 
ven of the Son as he is Man, what he does in 
the following Words, p. 673 A, that the Sor 
perhaps is not &TMws 23200; abſolutely good; and 
that he 7s not, as the Father is, & α NN 
g unchangeably good? 

He could not, unleſs he took abſolutely and 
eſſentially for the ſame Thing; as in theſe. 
Words probably he did. But whatever God 
freely gave, it is in his Power to deſtroy de po- 
tentid abfolutd, as the Schools expreſs it. So 
that Chriſt, as Man, is not ſo unchangeably 
god, as the Father is. 

5 3. He 


— 


— 


(92) Apud S. Epipb. Her. Ixxiii. Sec. 3 1. Ed. Petav. 
(93) peicorws, Y Teavoligus, 2 Ne Youth 
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3. He accuſes him of ſaying, p. 673 B, that 
every Thing, beſides the Father, is created ur- 
Toy 251. her | 

But yenr%, in Origen's Senſe of it, does not 
ſignify created, but produc d. So that the third 
Verſe in the firſt Chapter of S. Jobn, according 
to the Idea, which Origen had of z) here, and 
which the Greek will bear, will be tranſlated 
thus: All Things tyero were produc'd through 
him, the Word: and without him was not any 
Thing produc d tyvero 89 &v, that was produc'd 
8 D And from hence it will follow, that 
if the Holy Spirit be produc'd, as indeed he is, 
he was produc'd through the Son. Which fully 
anſwers the Argument, which Mr. (94) Whifton 
thought invincible, to prove the Holy Spirit to 
be a Creature, in Origen's Opinion, from what 
he writes upon S. John, p. 56, 57, 58. 


4. Juſtinian. p. 637 C D, accuſes Origen of 
ſaying, that the Son cannot ſee the Father, and 
that the Holy Spirit cannot fee the Son. 
What Origen meant by theſe Words in his 
Books of Principles, which we have not, I can- 
not pretend to gueſs. But in the Books, which 
we he he ſays the contrary, In his Com- 


mentary on S. John, he grants, and proves, p. 
292 


— 


— 
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(94) Prin. Chriſt. T iv. 5. 356 & eg. 
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292 B, that he Son ſees the Father: and that 
[95] be knows all Things. 


Tenthly, Origen ſays, that theſe Words, There 
is no Darkneſs in him, do not agree to the Son; 
in Joan, p. 73 CD. 

ut he evidently ſpeaks of him as Man : and 
by Darkneſs only means what S. Paul calls the 
Likeneſs of Sin, Rom. viii. 3, and the paſt In- 
firmities of a mortal State. 


Eleventhly, Ori gen fays, 1f all Things were. 


produc'd N T8 A 8. Jo. i. v. 3, they were not 


produc d ùmo T8 Xys, that is, the Word did not 


produce them, but the Father did. 

Which yet is only to tell us, that the Son is 
not the Father, and that he receives his Actions 
from him. But at the ſame Time he grants; 
that the Son is alſo 1 [96] Creator. 


Te welfthly, Origen Gow that the Divinity of 
the Son is an Image of true Divinity, in Joan. 
p. 228 CD. And ſee p. 262 AB. 

That is : he thinks, * as the Father is the 


Original, the Prototype, in regard to the Son: 
4 ſo 


6 2 
_— — — 
— ” 
* E 


[95], marries a4 © ir 7 7 dailies & vat mv Sune 
dhe canis 4. p. 28 E 

[96] H ws Neicde, de 4 . 10) cel d, mt 
ci 6724 xarcuer N dei in Fodn. p. 18 E. Teggixdimt 
Toy Aozoy TEmunxines meiyras L. the con. Cel. p. 63. 
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ſo the Deity, as it is in the Father, may be 
call'd the Original, in regard to it's being com- 
municated to the Son. As S. Epiphanius ſays 
on the one hand, that there is u I5rn; one 
Godhead, Hær. 74: and on the other, that the 
Son's Nature is &oiz yer} gow; and ven- 
de x This auThs Boas des, a Subſtance begotten 
from the very Subſtance of God, Hær. 76. For 
true, in this Place, is not taken by Origen as it 
is oppoſite to falſe; but as it is oppoſite to the 
Image, which is God from God. 


Thirteenthly, Origen ſays, that thoſe, who are 
Fix d on Chriſt ic wwe ini To viov Ts Sed, are 
in a middle State betwixt the Adorers of God 
the Father, and the vicious Adorers of the Sun, 
of the Moon, and of the Stars, as Deities. in 
Joan. p. 48 D E. 

But in the ſame Page C D, he tells us, that 
by thoſe, who are fix d on Chriſt, he means 
ſuch as [97] believe him to be the Father. 


Laſily, Origen ſays, that [98] the Scriptures 
own the Son to be Teeaoulel cu r WY Tv dV pur 
92 


r. 
But this is well tranſlated by Dr. [99] Clark, 
the ancienteſt of all Things, that God gave a © 
Being 
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Being to. Becauſe, ſays he, (according to the 
whole Tenor of Origen's oy he muſt uſe the 
Word [9vpuigzymue] here in a larger Senſe, than 
we generally uſe the Word, Creature. Beſides, it 
is well known, that in Greek the Degrees of 
Compariſon are interchangeable, and that Tpes- 
CLrarYy might be not unelegantly put for Tpes- 
Sung ancienter, than all Creatures, Of which 
the Doctor has given us ſeveral Examples in the 
ſame Place. | 

To the Authority of S. Epiphanius, of S. Fe- 
rom, and others, I anſwer, fir/?, that Origen, 
whilſt he liv'd, was never known to be unortho- 
dox, concerning the Trinity. 

2dly. Thar, in regard to the Bleſſed Trinity, 
the learned Didymus of Alexandria underſtood 
the Writings of Origen, and in particular his 
Books of Principles, in a Catholick Senſe, as 8. 
[1] Ferom confeſſes, in his ſecond Apology againſt 
Rufin. Cap. iv. 

zdly. Photius tells us, that the Holy Martyr 
8. Pamphilus, when in Priſon, [2] writ five 
Books in Defence of Origen. And S. Athana- 
fius, writing againſt the Arians, quotes him 
with Honour [3] to prove the Co-eternity of 
the Son. | 


„ * 4 A it 


[1] Tom. 2. p. 205 F. Ed. Colon. 1616. 
[2] Codice 118. p. 296. i 
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Athly. Why then, in relation to Origen, may 
I not anſwer S. Ferom, in S, Ferom's Words, con- 
cerning the Ante-Nicene Writers, whom the 
Arians objected? If they ſwerve from the mo- 
dern Language of the Catholick Church, [4] 
Jill not preſently conclude them to be Heretichs, 
For it may be, that they were in @ meer Miſtake, 
or that their Words are mifunderſtood, or that 
their Writings have been corrupted by Degrees by 
unstilful Tranſcripers : or that before Arius ap- 
ear d in Alexandria, /ike a Noon-day Devil, they 
faid fome Things innocently, and with leſs Cau- 
tion, which cannot eſcape the unjuſt Cenſure of 
{l-aff ected Men. 


nd OT PRIAN. 


IT. Cyprian, Biſhop of Carthage, and Mar- 
10 tyr, often mentions the Divinity of 
Chriſt. | Jeſus Chriſt our Lord and God, is a 
* 1 frequent 


1 3 


3 — — 
— 


[4] Non ftatim illos hæreticos judicabo. Fieri enim poteſt, ut vel 
Fmpliciter erraverint, vel alio Senſu ſcripſerint, vel a hibraviis im- 
peritis eorum paulatim ſcripta corrupta ſint. Vel certe, antequam 
in Alexandria, quaſi Dæmonium meridianum, Arius naſceretur, in- 
nocen ter quædam, & minus cautè locuti ſunt, & que non poſſint per- 
verſarum bominum calumniam declinare. L. 2. con. Ruf. Cap. ive 

5. 205 H. 15 0 Pet % * 
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frequent Expreſſion with him. He uſes it twice 
in his 63 Letter to Cecilius: once in his Book 
of [5] Patience : and the African Biſhops in 
his Council at Carthage an. 256, Art. [6] xvii, 
Xx1Xx. and xlix. 

He ſays, [in his 73d Letter ro Jubaianus 
that [7] be Laney be the Temple of Cbriſt, who 
denies Chriſt to be God. See alſo his Book of 
Patience p. 187, col. 1: his Book of the Vanity 
of Idols p. 15: and his ſecond Book of Teſimo- 
nes againſt the Fews, Cap. x. p. 207. col. 1. 

In his Book, concerning the Unity of the 
Church, he ſays : [S] Of the Father, and the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, the Scripture ſays, 
and theſe Three are One Thing. And in his 
Epiſtle to Jubaianus, as quoted by Mr. [9] 

b1ſton, he ſays concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, 
2 tres unum ſint, ſince the three Perſons is one 
Thing. 

3 in the Year of Chriſt 203, ſucceeded 
S. Clement in the publick Leſſon at Alexandria, 
being then only in the 18th Year of his Age : 
and died in 253, in his 69th Year, after infinite 
Labours, AY and Hardſhips : having 

ſpent 


8 —— 


ä —8— 1 — 


— 


[5] P. 184. col. 2. Ed. Oxon. 
[6] p. 230. 231. 232. 
[7] Nec hujus (Chriſti) fer poteft Templum, qui negat Deum 
Cbriſtum. p. 106. col. 2. 
[8] De Patre, & Filio, & Spiritu ſantto ſcriptum eſt, & hi 
unum ſunt. pag. 151. cl. I. 


09] Prim. _ T. iv» p. 367+ 
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ſpent his Life in a ot Contempt of the 
World, and in a voluntary but real Poverty, on 
Four Oboles a Day, or five Pence [if not leſs] for 
all Neceſſaries. S. Cyprian was Biſhop of Car- 
thage, from 248 to 258, in which Year he was 


martyr d. 
Ae 


IX. Six CATHoLIick BIS HOS. 


IX Catholick Biſhops, in their Letter to 
Paul of Samoſata, acknowledge the Son 
to be (10) eſſentially God, as both the Old and 
New Teſſament ſhews. 
And [11] F any one denies the Son of God to 
be God, and ſays that we own two Gods, if 
we profeſs the Son of God to be God; we think 
he oppoſes the Ecclefiaftical Rule: and the whole 
Catholick Church agrees with us. For of him 
It is writ, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever. For which they alſo quote If. xxxv. v. 
4, 5, 6: If, xlv. v. 14, 15, as in the Septuagint : 
Rom. ix. 5 : and Oſee xi. v. 9, 10, as in the Sep- 
| e 


— 


(10) wie xy de rv, Is Ui, T N,, N Vie 
Hahn i α e (uonoysusy Y KNguooouere T. I. Conc. b 
p. 845 A B. of 

(11) &s "ay drnuayemi Tov yi0v Ty de t mil A] 
seien J, 0,0 av pac! Io nds tamyyinedal, d A 
tte Te Nu nds xnevooylat, Temv dM0]exv Ts MkANGIAGINE 
reh ), mon dt x Se ovmuparenl 
nulv. Af 1p Turs yeyen7lai, 0 9e Ts 0 8006 eis 700 
d1are Tc did, . 7 A. Ib. 
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tuagint. After which they add: (12) And the 
whole Scripture declares the Son of God to be 
God. This Letter was writ in, or before, the 
Year 270. And I do not know, fays the learned 
Monſieur (13) Tillemont, that any one has ever 
queſtion'd the Authority of it ; excepting one, 
who gives no Reaſon at all for his Doubt. 

It may be objected, that the Catholick Synod 
at Antioch, which condemn'd Paul of Samo- 
ſata, the unworthy Biſhop of Antiocch, an. 270, 
in it's Synodical Letter, denies the Son to be 
euogn@, conſubſtantial with the Father. As 
S. Athanafius, S. Baſil, and S. Hilarius grant. 

ANSWER. This Part of the Synodical Letter 
is not now extant. But, if it was plain from 
the Context, the Coherence, and Tenor of it, 
that the-Synod at Antioch, altho' it deny'd the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, yet did not deny 
it in the Senſe, in which it was afterward aſſer- 
ted by the Nicene Council; S. Athanaſius, S. Hi- 
larius, and S. Bafil had Reaſon to grant it, and 
Arians have no Reaſon to produce this Synodi- 
cal Epiſtle, as if it favour'd their Cauſe. 

If this Epiſtle ſeem d ro favour the Arians, 
I am fully perſuaded, that the Synod at Antioch 
ſaid nothing concerning the Conſulſtantiality of 
the Son; but that this Part of it's Synodical Let= / 

ter 
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(13) Aemoires Cecleſ. T. iv. 5. 298. 
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of my Opinion are theſe. | 
Firſt. If this Epiſtle favour'd Arianiſim; Eu- 
ſebius who had read it, and who gives us in his 
Church-Hiſtory a (14) large Extract from it, 
could not poffibly be ignorant of this Fact. And 
yet nothing can be more certain, than it is, that 

he never had any Knowledge of it. 

iſt. Becauſe he would undoubtedly have 
mention'd it in his Hiſtory, which he publiſh'd 
at that very Time, when the Diſputes of Ari- 
aniſm. were at the Height, He carries down 
his Hiſtory as far as the Defeat of Licinius, and 
the Edits of Conſtantin, which follow'd it: that 
is, as far as the Years 323 and 324. Euſebius 
was then violently engag'd in the Arian Faction 
and Intereſt. Arius was his intimate Acquain- 
tance : he had receiv'd him into his Communion 
and Friendſhip, and had given him Leave to 
exerciſe his Prieſtly Functions in his Dioceſe : 
And, in Point of Erudition, was the Head of 
the Party. Beſides, he had no other Means ſo 
infallible, of making himſelf great at Court, as 
by indulging Arius, whoſe Errors and Intereſt 
the other politick and wicked Euſebius, the 
Court-Biſhop of Niamedia (then the Imperial 
City of the Eaſt) had furiouſly eſpous d. Whe- 
ther he of Cæſarea in Paleſtine, I mean 1 5 
1 


ter was a Piece of Aian Forgery. The Grounds 
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(14) Lib. vii. Hiſt. Eceleſ. Capi xtr. M 219. Ed. Valin Et 
Y: 1. Cons. Labb. p. 897 4. * £ a 
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bius the Hiſtorian, was, in his own Opinion and 
Principles, an Arian, or not; I do not here ex- 
amine. S. Jerom ſays he was. Natalis Alex- 
ander, Monſieur Du Pin, and Monſieur Tille- 
mont accuſe him of Errors againſt the Blefſed 
Trinity. But all learned Men are not of this 
Opinion ; and among others, Dr. (15) Cave has 
undertaken his Defence. Mean time this is 
unqueſtionable, that Euſebius the Hiſtorian was 
an intimate Friend of Ar:uss Perſon, and moſt 
ſtrictly tied to his Party and Intereſt ; chat he 
join d with the Euſebians in all their Synods; 
that he was the Apologiſt of the Faction; that 
he even diſlikd the Word Conſubſtantial, and 
in none of his Writings has ever apply'd it to the 


Son, in the Catholick Senſe. If then Euſebius 


had known, that the Synod at Antioch an. 270, 
had ſeem'd to condemn the Conſubtantiality of 
the Son, in the fame Senſe, in which it is af- 
ſerted in the Nicene Council; would he have 
forgot ro have mention'd this Decree in his 
Hiſtory ? Would neither the Concern of his 
Party, nor his private Intereſt, nor his own In- 
clination have prevail'd with him fo far, as to 
be mindful of a Thing, which fat ſo near his 
Heart ? KF 
2dly. Would he have forgot to mention it 
in the Nicene Council, when the Conſubſtantian 
lity of the Son was ſo vigorouſly oppos d by all 
R 


Arius's 


—— 
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| (15) In bis Apoſtolici, page 341 & ſeq« Ed. athe 
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Arius's Friends, and by Euſebius himſelf? When 
his Creed was rejected as inſufficient, altho' it 
profeſs'd the Son to be God from God, Light 
from Light, - - - through whom all Things were 
made? If he knew, that the Catholick Synod 
at Antioch had denied the Con/ubſtantiality of 
the Son, in the very ſame Senſe, in which it 
was affirm'd by the Nzcene Council, or at leaſt 
that it ſeem'd to have done this; could he have 
any Motive to diſſemble this important Fact? If 
this cannot be ſuppos d; his Silence is a plain De- 
monſtration, that he knew nothing of it. And 
if either Euſebius, or any of his Party, had ob- 
jected, in the Nicene Council, the Decree of 
the Synod at Antioch, when they employ'd all 
their Arts and Arms againſt the Nicene Creed ; 
would not S. Athanaſius have taken Notice of 
it, in the Account which he has given us of 
their Oppoſition, both in his Treatiſe of the 
Nicene Decrees, and in his Epiſtle to the African 
Biſhops ? 

3dly. But that which ſets this Point beyond 
all Diſpute, is Euſebiuss own {16) Letter to 
thoſe of his Dioceſe, when he ſeem'd to his 
Arian Friends to have prevaricated, and to 
have abandon'd their Intereſt, by ſubſcribing the 
Nicene Creed, which he had refus'd to do the 
Day before. It was here, if ever (being his own 


Apologiſt to thoſe of his Party) that he ought to 


have 


— 


— 
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(16) Apud Theodovet, L. 1. Hi Ecch C. „ xi. Socrat. L. 1. C 
viii. E inter Opera S. Alban. . 
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have told them, with what Contention and Ea- 
gerneſs he had reprehended the Nicene Biſhops, 
for inſerting a Word into the Creed, which a 
Catholick and numerous Council, and with it 
the whole Catholic Church, which had receiv'd 
it's Decrees, had utterly condemn'd above fifty 
Years before. But we have no Foot-ſteps, no 
Hint of this, either in his Hiſtory, or in the 
Proceedings of the Nicene Council, or in this 
Epiſtle to his Friends. On the contrary, he tells 
them in this very Letter: We know, that ſome 
of the learned and famous Biſhops and Wri- 
ters of ancient Times, in explaining the Divini- 
ty of the Father and the Son, have usd this 
Word, Conſubſtantial. A fair Acknowledgment, 
that what S. Athanaſius quotes, from the two 
Dionyſius's, is genuin. As to the reſt, the Rea- 
der will find, in this Epiſtle of Euſebius, a great 
deal of Shuffling and Miſ-repreſentation. For 
Inſtance : 

1. That the Word, Conſubſtantial, was pr 
pos'd by the Emperor. 

2. Thar it was alſo explain'd by him. 

3. That the Biſhops inſerted this Word into 
the Creed, upon the Emperor's Propoſal. 

4. That the Emperor has ſhewn, that the 
Son, as to his divine Generation, was before all 

es. For, before he was in Ad, he was poten- 
tially in the Father. 
5. He fays, concerning the Nicene Creed: 
No ſooner was the Matter digeſted into this Form, 
but wwe were eſpecially careful to examine thoſe 
Phraſes, of the Subſtance of the Father, and 
. R 2 Conſub- 


o 


124 Primitive Writers, 


Conſubſtantial. This begat various Queſtions and 
Anſwers, and an accurate Weighing of the true 
Importance of them. = = - - We did not diſallot 
the very Word, Conſubſtantial, for Peace-/ake, 
and that we might not decline from the right 
Senſe of Things. 

6. And, for the Anathema, affix'd by them at 
the End of the Creed, we readily own it, as what 
forbids Men to uſe unſcriptural Terms. 

7. He tells them, they might ſee by this, 40th 
what Caution we firſt flood off, and then yielded 
our Aſſent, - - when it appear'd, that the Words 
of the Nicene Creed were conſonant to that Con- 
feſion of Faith, which we had firſt propos d. An 
Account, which in ſome Parts of it neither a- 
grees with Hiſtory, nor with that Modeſty which 
Conſtantin ſhew'd in the Nicene Council, nor 
with Catholick Faith, nor with common Senſe, 
if he was then only a Catechumen, as Euſebius 
ſuppoſes him to be. But this by the Way only. 

Secondly. The firſt Time that we heard, that 
the Synod at Antioch had denied the Conſub- 
ſtantiality of the Son, was from the Euſebians 
(after the Middle of the fourth Century, and 
many Years after the Death of the two Eu- 
ſebius s) in their ſmall Synod at Ancyra, an 358. 
For then, accorcing to (17) Sogamen, the Semi- 
Arians offer d a Writing to the Emperor Con- 
ſtantius, in which they join d all which had been 
decreed againſt Paul of Samoſata, againſt Pho- 
Zinus an. 35 1, and by the Euſebians at Antioch 
an. 341. This 
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This Synod was held before Eafter (Fafter- | 
Day happening that Year on the 12th of April) 


perhaps in February. 

And now we are told by S. Athanaſius, in his 
Book of (18) Synods, of this Report. The Ari- 
ans, ſays he, pretend (for ] have not the Epiſtle 
by me) that thoſe Biſhops, who condemn'd Paul of 
Samoſata, ſaid thus in their Letter, that the Son 
is not conſubſtantial to the Father. 

S. Hilarius, m his Book of Synods, believ'd 
2 "= rt: Paul of Samoſata, ſays (19) he, 

e Con fubfantali in an ill Senſe: but 
tid 5 . deny it in a better? Fourſcore 
Biſhops formerly refusd it; but three bundred 
and eighteen receiv d it lately. 

Theſe two Books of S. Athanafius and 8. Zi. 
larius were writ after the Aſſembly at Ancyra 
an. 268, For S. Athanaſius treats of the two 
Synods at Ariminum and Seleucia, the latter of 
which began not before the 27th of September, 
an. 359. And S. Hilarius expreſly mentions the 
7 Synod at Ancyra, and it's Anathemas. 

Ar this Time S. Bafil was only Lector: and 

in 359, attended (21) Bafi/ the Biſhop of Ancyra 
bebe had preſided in the Synod aſſembled there 
in 358) to Conſtantiuss Court. His — = 

redt 
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(18) Sect. 45 J. 757. Ed. Bened. 

(19) Male 640471or Samoſatenus conſeſſus eft : ſed nunquid me- 
lius Ariani nesaverunt? Offozinta Epiſcopi olim reſpuerunt : ſed 
_ decem & octo nuper receperunt. L. de Syn. p. 136. col. 1 D. 

Ben. 
(20) L. de Syn. p. 125. 128. Col. 2. Oc. 
(21) Tllem. Mem. Eccl. Tom. ix. p. 57. 
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dredth Epiſtle was doubtleſs writ ſeveral Years 
after: in which he ſays, (22) the Biſbops, who 
met in the Affair of Paul of Samoſata, diſlił d 
the Word, Conſubſtantial, as of an ill Signifi- 
cation, &c. 
So that what S. Bajil, S. Hilarius, and S. A. 
thanaſius tells us of the Catholick Synod at An- 
tioch denying the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, is 
at length wholly reſolv'd into the Veracity of 
the Semi-Arian Synod at Ancyra an. 358, which 
in (23) it's 187% Anathema curſes thoſe who 
affirm the Conſubſtantiality of the Son. And 
ſince modern Arians will not eafily believe, that 
this Semi-Arian Synod at Ancyra an. 358, was 
very impertinent in quoting Words, which did 
not ſeem to contradict the Nicene Council; we 
may reaſonably conclude, that the Synod at An- 
tioch, in the Year 270, did not in the leaſt men- 
tion the Conſubſtantiality of the Son; and conſe- 
quently, that this Part of the Synodical Epiſtle 
is fictitious. 

Thirdly. The three Synods, which met at 
Anticch againſt Paul of Samoſata, were in a 
particular Manner directed by S. Dionyſius of 
Alexandria. He writ to the fir/t an. 264 ; and 
the laſt ſent this Letter, together with their Sy- 
nodical Epiſtle, (24) to S. Dionyſius (Biſhop of 
Rome) to Maximus (Biſhop of Alexandria) to 
all Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, and to the whole 
Catholick Church. Ic 


(22) Epiſt. ans p. 292 4. ? 
(23) Tillem. Tom. vi. p. 431. 
(24) Tom. 1. Conce Labb. 5 · 897 A. 
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It is not therefore in the leaſt probable, that 
the Jaſt Synod at Antioch againſt Paul of Sa- 
moſata would either really or ſeemingly condemn 
the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, in that Senſe, 
in which the two Dionyſius's had aſſerted it, that 
is, in the Senſe of the Nicene Council, as their 
Words, quoted by S. Athanaſius, demonſtrate. 

For when Sabellius, an. 255, had begun to 
diſturb the Chriſtians at Prolemais in the higher 
Libya, with his Heretical Notions; S. Dionyſius 
of Alexandria, to put a Stop to his wicked Do- 
ctrine, writ a Letter to Euphranor and Ammo- 
nius, in which he calls the Son (meaning the 
Son incarnate) a (25) Creature, and of a diffe- 
rent Nature from the Father, as a Vine dijfers 
from the Husbandman, and a Ship from the 
Ship-wright, Of this he was accus'd to the 
Holy Pope Dionyſius, and to a Council then held 
at Rome, which was (26) much troubled at it, 
I mean, art his ſaying, that the Son was a Crea- 
ture, and not (27) Conſubjtantial to the Father. 
8. Dionyſius of Alexandria, to clear himſelf 
from this Charge, writ four Books (mention d 
by (28) Euſebius) which he call'd Refutation 
and Apology, and ſent them to the Pope. In 
the ſecond he takes Notice of a (29) Letter, 


which 


— — 


— 


(25) milnua Y Nn br. 

(26) mardmozv. F. Ath. Lib. de Syrodis. ect. 43. . 

(27) x, u, Guototov Tr Nel. L. de Decreti n. Nicæns. 
Sect. 25. . 230 D. Ed. Ben. 

(28) Lib. vii. Hiſt. Cap. xxvi. p. 277 A. Ed. Val. 

(29) 9 IY dn Sg AN? 70 Ce, S ors HASTE * 2 T E94%- 
ter Fynanyua xd] tus 4ivd © br, ws v air e Tov eic 

CLOSTIOV 
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which he had ſent to the precedent Pope S. Six- 
tus. The Contents of which ſhew, ſays he, that, 
| T was falſly accusd of ſaying, that Chriſt is 

not conſubſtantial to God [the Father.] For 
 tho' I do not find this Term in any Part of the 
Holy Scriptures : yet the Tenor of my Diſcourſe 
(which my Adverſaries have conceal'd) is agree- 
able to it. 

The Truth of theſe Quotations is in Effect 
granted by Euſebius, in his Letter above-men- 
tion'd to thoſe of his Dioceſe; in which he 
ſays, that ſome of the learned and famous Bi- 

ops and Writers of ancient Times - - Have 
us'd the Word, Conſubſtantial: Theſe Biſhops 
being chiefly the two Dionyſi. If Euſebius did 
not mean theſe; Dr. Clark, or Mr. Whiſton is 
deſir d to inform us, what other learned and 
eminent Biſhops and Writers in former Times he 
meant. 

If then it was not manifeſt, in the Synodical 
Epiſtle of the Catholick Synod at Antioch, an. 
270, that when it condemn'd the Conſiibſtantia- 
lity of the Son, it did not reject the Senſe, in 
which it was afterwards maintain'd by the Ni- 
cene Council: this Part of the Synodical Epiſtle - 
is an Arian or Semi-Arian Impoſture only. 

July 12th. 1728.18 : 
. LADDENDA 
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At the End of page 79, add as follows. 


between denoting and fignifying : 
anſwer, that every Word denotes whatever 
it fignifies :. but every Word does not fignify 
whatever it denotes, For Signs denote and are 
referr'd to all thoſe Things, of which that, 
which they ſignify, is truly affirm'd. If Peter 
is a Man; the Word, Man, in this Propoſition, 
is referr'd to Peter, and denotes him, tho pro- 
perly A it does not Agniſy him at all. 
And all higher Terms, whether Concretes or 
Abſtracts, denote the Inferiors, of which that, 
which they ſignify, is truly affirm'd. They 
denote them, I fay, in an indirect and implicit 
Manner: not by /ignify:ng them confuſedly, 
but only being apply d to them. 
All Concretes diſtinctly fignrfy both the Sub- 


I. I you ask me, what Difference there is 


jeff and the Form. Nay they do not fignify 


the Form directly, but only the Subject. But 
in Predication Concretes, as well as other Terms, 
denote the Inferiors, which they do not pro- 
perly /ignify. 15 

For Example; the Word, European, diſtinct- 
ly ſignifies one of Europe. But one of Europe 
is a very generical Notion, and contains under 


8 * 


* 
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it all che different Species of Things, which 
are peculiar to Europe, or produc'd in Europe; 
as Men, and other Animals, Plants, Minerals, 
&c. So that the Word European, may denote, 
but does not fignify a Man. 

This Appellation, God, is not always us'd in 
the ſame Manner. Sometimes it ſignifies a di- 
vine Perſon; as when we ſay, that the F ather 
is God from no other, that the Son is God from 
the Father, or that the Holy Spirit is God from 
the F. ather and the Son. Sometimes it /ignrfies, 
and is explain'd of three divine Perſons, of 
which ſee Chap. ili. n. v. Sometimes it is ta- 
ken for that, which this Title, God, of it ſelf, 
and ſtricly  fignifies : as when we fay, that 
what it diſtinctly ſignjfies is the ſame in all 
theſe . ; T he Father is God; The 
Son is God; Both the Father and the Son are 

Ged; The three divine Perſons are God, But 
in this Caſe the Title, God, denotes the Per- 
ſons, which it does not fi gnify. 

Is God then, in this Senſe, a higher Term, 
than any of the divine Perſons ? It is a com- 
mon Term, not to many Gods, but to many (I 
mean, three ) Perſons. You may fay, if you 
pleaſe, that it is a higher Term logically, not 

hyſically. God is logically a higher Term, 
than any of the divine Perſons. Iſt. Becauſe 
it fgnifes nothing, which is peculiar to any of 
them. 2dly. Becauſe this Conſequence is bad, 
Je fo. diving Tenn is God ; Tarp he 1 7 
£70 =: 2 


But 
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But God is not phyfically (I mean by a Mul- 
tiplication of the Godhead) a higher Term, 
than any of the divine Perſons, For, fince 
there are not many Gods, the Godhead is not mul- 
tiply'd. And in this, God, differs from other 
common Terms. For, Man, is both lhgically 
and phyſically a higher Term, than any of the 
Individuals : /ogically [becauſe it ſignifies no- 
thing, which is peculiar to any one of them; 
and becauſe this Conſequence is bad, A certain 
Individual is a Man, Therefore he is Peter] 
Pbyſically, becauſe Man is multiplyd in the In- 
dividuals, or becauſe different Individuals are 
different Men; So that God is not limited, in 
the ſame Manner, by the divine Perſons; as 
Man is limited by the Individuals of human 
Nature. 


III. And after all the Reader is deſir d to fe- 
member, that fignify:ng and denoting, are often 
us d promiſcuouſly, even by thoſe, who are 
ſenfible how far they differ from each other, 
ſtrictly ſpeaking. For the chief Aim in Wri- 
ting is not to criticize, but to be underſtood, 
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INDEX. 
A | | 
| BSOLUTE ATTRIBUTES. Did S. Theo- 
Philus of Antioch, Athenagoras, and Tatian 
change them into a divine Perſon, page 83. 
The ABSTRACT of a divine Perſon, what, 10. 
AnTe-Nicens WRIT ERS. Did they ſay, that the 
Son made the World by his Father's Com- 
mand, Pref. n. 5. 
AnTiocny. Did the Synod there againſt Paul of 
Samoſata deny the Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son, 119. 
AyosTLts. Did they teach clearly the whole Ob- 
jet of divine Worſhip, the Senſe of the Creed, 
the Meaning of the Baptiſmal Words, and 
whether the Son and the Holy Spirit are Crea- 
tures, or not? Pref. n. 7. | 
Axivs, who, 11. 
He was excommunicated by his own Biſhop, 12. 
And by the Nicene Council, Did. 
He recants an. 330, 13. 

wo Chriſtians Ax1axs in the three firſt Ages, 

ref. n. 5. 

FS. favour'd by Chillingworth, Pref. n. 4. 

The Profeſſion of it ceas'd for above twenty Years 
after the Nicene Council, 13. 

It appear'd in England ſince the Year 1700, 13. 

Artans. If they gave any Degree of divine Ho- 
nour to Chriſt, whom they ſuppos'd to be a 
Creature, were Idolaters, 27. 

ARrTEMAS, who, Pref. n. 5. 

Greek ARTICLEs, of what Force, 64. 

S. ATHANASIUS's Creed, 57. 


ATHENAGORAS aſſerts the Divinity of Chriſt, gr. 
S. Auousrix's Argument, 20. 


Auris. Does it agree to the Son, and to the H. 
Spirit, 76. BEING. 


INDE X. 
2 FE ; B „ | 
EING. Is the Son's Being deſtroy'd, if he is 
B the ſame God with the Father, 74. 
ERYLLUS,, Who, Pref. n. 5. $$ 
BLASPHEMY. Is it Bla/phemy to ſay, that the Fa- 
ther can FEM the Son, of the Holy Spirit, 
3, 25, 20. * | | 
Or to ſay, that the Son and the Holy Spirit are 
not the ſame God _ the Father, 27. 
AN NOT be deſtroy'd, and witt vor be 
deſtroy*d, are vety different, 2. 
Dr. Cavs excuſes Euſebius of Cæſarea from Ari- 
: aniſm, 121. 
CAusk. Is the Father the Cauſe of the Son, Pref. 
n. 6. | 
Cauriox is unneceſſary before a Hereſy is ſtarted, 


Pref. n. 5. | 
CriLLineworRTH thought Arianiſm no Hereſy, 
Pref. n. 4. 


CHnr1sT is not a nominal or metaphorical God, 20. 
Nor a ſecond or made God, Ib. 
Ils fupreme Honour due to him, 52. 5 
FST CHRIST IANSs. They knew, whether the Son 
and the Holy Spirit are Creatures, or not, 
Pref. n. 7. 4 
Dr. CLaxx. His Syfem chiefly grounded on a 
Miſtake, concerning the Word, Perſon, 7. 
His Syſtem contradicts itſelf, 22. 
His Fyffem anſwer d, go, 31, 32. 
His Objections anſwer'd, 37 & ſeq; 
His Rule of Faith, 22. 
His Metaphyſicts, 24. 
He milſ-tranſlates the Words of S. Gregory Nazi- 


anzen, 60; the Canon of the Sirmian Council, 


80; and the Words of S. Hilarius, $1. 
- He tranſlates dme leſs potverful, 105. 


S. CLEMENT 


INDE X 


S. CLemzyT of Alexandria aſſerts the Divinity of 
the Son, 96 3 and of the Holy Spirit, 97. 
ConcRETEs, what do they ſignify, 79, 129. 
CREATURE, What, . 
No Creature is a divine Perſon, 17. 
There cannnot be a Medium betwixt God and a 
Creature, in its whole Latitude, Pref. n. 7. 
Neither the Son nor the H. Spirit is a Creature, 1. 
CoxnTRApicTION. Is it a Contradiction to ſay, that 
three Perſons are one God, 38. 
Many Things are true, which to human Philo- 
ſophy would ſeem Contradictions, 39. 
S. CyrRIAx aſſerts the Divinity of Chriſt, 1 175 and 
of the Holy elle” Ya 


DEMONHSTRATION, what, 18. 
A ſeeming Demonſtration, what, Bid. 
To pen 5 what, 79, 129 
The Great Dyntus . Origen to be ortho- 
dox on the Trinity, 115. 
S. Dioxvsius of Alexandria is accus'd to the Pope 
of denying the Divinity of Chriſt, 127. 
He writes his Apology in four Books, Tbid. 
And aſſerts the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, 128, 
The Divinity of Chrift acknowledg'd by S. 1z- 
natius, Biſhop and Martyr, 87. 
By S. Juſtin, Martyr, 89. 
By Athenagoras, 91. 
By S. Ireneus, Biſhop and diner, 92. 2 
By S. Clement of Alexandria, 96. 
By Tertullian, 29 8. 
By Origen, 1 
By S. 6 prian, 1, Biſhop and Martyr, 0 
By ſix Eatholick Biſhops at Antioch, againſt 
Paul of Samoſata, 118. 
The Divinity of the Holy Spirit confeſs d by S. 


— * By 


By 8 91. ein 8 


By-S. Ireneus, 93, 94. > 10%, R_— 
By S. Clement o Alexandria, 974-4. 5 
BY I 98. e 

en, 100, 101. 8 3 
BS Tos 117. 


Duxariow. The Length of it makes no o Altered 0 
tion in the Nature — Things, 26.  2EEY 
ne. ol 
BIONITES, who, Pref, n. f. : 
ien, S. John i. v. 3, how 1 651 mm & 7 
rigen, 112. bo 
ExncLanpd. Why does the Church of Explanid mak& 
ſo few Converts from Arianiſm,, Pref. n. 4% 
Eusxglaxs, from whence ſo call'd, 13, 
They were conceal'd Arians, 75. AX. 
And, if they gave any Degree of divine Honour 
to Chriſt, whom they ſuppos'd tq be a Crea $ 
ture, they were Idolaters, 27. | 
Eusknius, the Hiſtorian, was a Faru and £1 
Friend of Arius, 120. v3; 
He receiv' d him into Communion, when excom- 
municated by his own Biſhop at Alexandria, U. 
Ile offer'd a Creed to the Nicene Council, in 
which he profeſs'd the Son to be God. fron "WM: - 
God, 122. "8 - 
But the Council rejected it, id. 25 
\ He diſlikes the Word, Canſubſtantial, 121. 5 
But grants, that it had formerly been us'd by 
ſome eminent Men, 123. 5 
He refuſes to ſubſcribe the ' Nicene Creed, 1 
afterwards ſubmits, 122. 5 
He "ps ogg the Tranſactions of the, Gouns 
ſl, 223, | 4 
Hep ubliſh'd his Hiſtory of the Churchs Chen 9 
ke, <Atianiſm was at the Height, 120 2 


1 


-# ty IE Se famous Story, that the Word, 
* * Gon anal, had been condemn'd by the Cad 
bi _ tholick Synod at Antioch, againſt Paul of Sa- 


ata, 122 
Der Cave excuſes un” ru Arianiſn, 124. | 


eU DOs Hermianenſis thinks the Nane | 
of divine Perſons unknown to the firſt Chri- 
Eil Maus, 7. 4 
| FatsHoop Giflik'd. Far Truth is agreeable under j 
„ falſe Cover, Pref. n. 5. 

Tan Some have — 5 that the ſecond 

. divine Perſon,” tho? always in Being, was not 

aways the Son: or was not always the mY 


100. 
eo. 6 


PF: In regard fo different Perſons is; and is 

not ſelf-exiſtent, 34. 

More Gods than one are impoſſible, 3, 17: 

This Title, Cod, when does it ſignify a 2 
3 Perſon, 3 6. When does it ſignify the = 

95 Trinity, 565 | 
When it agrees to the B. Trinity, it may be 
17 to the . 51. ö 


ERES Y. Arianiſm was the firſt, which 
deny'd the Divinity of Chriſt, ſo as to grant 
23% his Pre- exiſtence before the World, Pref. n. 5: 

Diving bee Two Sorts 8 wy: — 

Other perſonal) are eſſentially due to each divin 
Ferſon, 53, 54: 
Penbe! (divine) Honour is threefold; as being 
uliar to each divine Perſon, * 99 
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divine Perſon, 10. 
OLATRY is what God cannot command, 27. 
Jenova is not the true Name of God, 3. 
S. IxRoM's Apology for Ante-Nicene Writers, 116. 


Ie Is it neceſſary to have clear Ideas of a 
D 


S. lenaTivs, Biſhop of Antioch, aſſerts the Divinity 


of Chriſt, 87. 

S. IxEx Rus aſſerts the Divinity of Chriſt, 92; and 
of the Holy Spirit, 93. 

In what Senſe does he ſay, that only the Father is 

God, 94. i 

S. Jusri confeſſes the Divinity of the Son, 89; 

and of the Holy — 90. 


ANGUAGE. Three Things occaſion'd a 


Difference in it, before and fince the Nicene 
Council. | 
Iſt. Philoſophy. 
2dly. The Rifing of a new Hereſy. 
3dly. The Diver ſiiy- of Time, Pref. n. 5. 
LEtncTH of Duration makes no Difference in the 
Nature of Things, 26. 
Ab-, in God, is both a common Atribute, and a 
divine Perſon, 83. Pref. n. 8. 
In S. Jobn Chap. firſt, it only ſignifies a divine 
Perſon, Ibid. 


Which Perſon is both aiy@ mexpcarcs, and 


er chr G, Ib. 

; MM 

AATTER and MOTION (if we did not 

experience them) would ſeem Contradi- 
ions, 42. 

METaenorIcat. Three divine Perſons are one 
Perſon, in a metaphorical Senſe, 11. 

MEzTarnvsicxs, what, 25. | 

MonTanisTs, 


win, 7 
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MonTanisTs. Some of them deny'd the Diſtin- 
ns 1 ction of divine Perſons, 6. 


= Sacred Name of God is given to Chriſt, 
19. 


, Neceſſity of Nature, what, 81. 
4 The Nicene Council condemn'd Arius, 12. 

NoeTus, who, 5. 
4 NovaT1an, and his Followers, orthodox on the 
Trinity, Pref. n. 3. | 
Y Was he the Author of the Book concerning the 

Trinity, which goes under his Name, 16. 

; 1 

O beds a Title or Name given to Chriſt in the New 
> Teſtament, 65 & ſeq; 
| And by S. Ignatius, 70. 
| By S. Juſtin, Ib. 

By S. Ireneus, 71. 

By S. Clement of Alexandria, Ib. 

By S. Hippolytus, 72. 

By Origen, 73. 

By S. Dionyſius of Alexandria, Ib. 

OsJjxcr of divine Worſhip, what, 23. 
OsJecrtions of Dr. Clark anſwerd : 

From S. Mart. xix. 17. None is good but one, 
&c. 45. 

From S. Mat. iv, 10. And him only ſhalt thou 
ſerve ; which is not meant of the Father 
alone, 47, 48. 

From S. Mar. xiit. 32. But of that Day, and 

that Hour, &c. 55. © 

From S. John xiv. 28. My Father is greater 
than J, 56. 

From the Father's being the one and only God, 


78. 
| T 3 ORIGEN 


INDE X 


 QRIGEN confeſſes the Divinity of the Son, and 


of the Holy Spirit, 100. 
His Labours and Auſterities, 117. 
Does he deny the Son to be 5 045, 104. 


In what Senſe does he ſay, that the Father and 


Son are different Hypoſtaſes, Ib. 

That the Son is not 5 & mo: feds, Ih. 

That he is disse S-, Jö. 

That he is j4#n7% de, and Jwmr& Obs, 108. 

That he is not Good, compar'd with the Fa- 
ther, 106, 108. 

That he differs from the Father za dear, 106. 

That properly ſpeaking, we ought not to pray 

to him, 107. 

Thar he and the Holy Spirit differ more from 
the Father, than from Creatures, 109, 

That he is a 2 eature, 110. 

T hat he &nozos the Father leſs, than the Father 
knows himſelf, 111. 

That he is not unchangeable, . 

That every thing, beſides the Father, is ui, 

©: 3 

T hat he can not ſee the Father, n nor the Holy 
Spirit ſee the Son, 1þ. 

Thar there is Darkneſs in Chriſt, 113. 

That if Things were-produc'd he Te Abye, through 

' the Word, they were not produc'd da 2 Ts 7 abye, 
by the Word, Ib. 


Thar the Divinity of Chriſt is an Image of true 


Divinity, 16. 


That thoſe, who are fix*'d on Chriſt, are in a 


middle State, betwixt the Adorers of God, 
and the Adorers of the Sun, Moon, and 
Stars, 114. 4 
Tt Lein 18 en Tay br Irnepynud ran, Ih. 
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AUL of Samoſata, who: 119, Pref. n. 4. 
PerceeTIONSs, New Perceptions require new 
Words, or new Senſes of the old ones, 7. 
A Pzr$oON, What, 5 
Its Vu 3 Philoſophical, and its Theological 
ſe, 1b. 
* (divine) Perſons, not a Scriprur Exproſ N 
ion, 6. 
Pl A ro's Trinity, 34. 
PIN 's Teſtimony of the firſt Chriſtians, 21. | 
POwER. It is both a common Altribute, and a di- 
vine Perſon, 84. Pref. n. 8. 
PRAxkAs, who, 5. 55 


ABELLIUS, who, 6, 127. 
SCRIPTURE. If it be underſtood in the Senſe, 
in which it was writ, the Divinity of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit, is plain in it, 11. 
The Proofs from Scripture are not urg'd by 
Dr. Vaterland to the beſt Advantage, Pref. 
n. 4. 
Is it a — chat three Perſons 
are one God, 598 
SELF-EX ISTENCE, what, 28. 
SIX Catholick Biſhops, againſt Paul of Samoſata, 
aaſſert the Divinity of the Son, 118. 
The SON is not a Creature, 1. 
Therefore he is God, 4: and the ſame God 
with the Father, 16. 
The HOLY SPIRIT is not a Creature, 1. | 
Therefore he is God, 4: and the ſame God 
with the Father, 16. 
Hence, tho? not ſelf-exiſtent, yet they are the 
ſelf-exiſtent God, 33. 
Are (hey God, in the niche Senſe, 35. 


renn... Dre 
* - . 
* 


LIN DE X. 
Is the Son, in his higheſt n leſs than the 
Father, 5y. 
Holy Spirit. Tis both a common Predicate and 
A fore Perfon, Pref. n. 8. 
STORY. The famous Story of the Catholick Sy- 
nod at Antioch, condemning the Word, Con- 
ſubſtantial, was firſt publiſh'd in a Rs of 
the Semi-Arians, 124. 
SUBORDINATION, what, 32. 
T | 
Avmiory, and Hv, what, 75. 
TzRTULLIAN confeſſes the Divinity of Chriſt, 
and of the Holy Spirit, 98. | 
The two Tnroporl, who, Pref. n. 5. 
The B. Trinity, in what diſtinguiſh'd, I. 
It is uncreated, 1. 
It is known partly by Reaſon, partly by Revela- 
tion, 35 


In what Senſe is the B. Trinity Cod, 375 79. 
| 129. 
-U 


LTIMATELY. Te may be ſaid, in a Ca- 
tholick Senſe, that all Honour ought to be 
given and referr'd ultimately to the Father, 
77. 

Unity and Monarchy of God. Did Tertullian, 
Lactantius, Euſebius, S. Atbanaſius, S. Hila- 
rius, and S. Baſil think, that the Son's Pro- 

_ ceeding from the F ather is the whole Reaſon, 
why God is one, 5, 86. 


R. WaTtrLanD's Syſtem confines him to the 

bare Words of Scripture, as we now "have 
it, Pref. n. 4. | 
He has not ſet it in the beſt Light, Bb. 


tl Mr. WrisTON 


2 ; 
TN EX | 
Mr. WisTox, firſt profeſs'd himſelf an Arian, 


13: next an Euſebian, 14: but is an Arian 
ſtill, 15. 


He miſ tranſlates the Words of S. Juſtin, 90: 
and of S. Gregory Nazianzen, 16. 
WiLL. Some Catholicks have ſaid, that the Son 
proceeds from the Father's Will, 82, 
But not from his Free-Will, in the Scholaſtick 
Senſe of Free-Will, 8g. 
W1LL xor be deſtroy'd, and CAN NOT be deſtroy d, 
are very different, 2. | 
For Wickliff's Opinion in this is againſt com- 
mon Senſe, 3. 
Wi1spoM is both a common Attribute, and a divine 
Perſon, 84. Pref. n. 8. 
FiRsT Work. Is the Son the fir# Work of the 
Father, Pref. n. 5. 


EAL. Nothing more furious, than ignorant 
Zeal, Pref. n. 9. 


FINIS. 
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